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INTRODUCTION 

BY THE EDITOR 


It is likely that there are fields of inquiry in which 
the happy compiler of an encyclopedia would have 
as his main task the collection of a set of impartial 
accounts of the main agreed results; this would 
seem to be true of the sciences except on the very 
frontiers of recent research and speculations on the 
fringes. But in philosophy, for reasons which will 
be set out later in this introduction, there is no set 
of agreed results to which all experts would sub¬ 
scribe there is not a single matter within its sphere 
which is not still in dispute”, said Descartes in his 
Discourse on Method, and that statement is as true in 
the twentieth as it was in the seventeenth century. 
Therefore any set of answers to the main problems 
of pliilosophy, however eminent their authors, 
would either represent but one of countless view¬ 
points and constitute a party manifesto or would 
constantly contradict one another. It follows that 
an encyclopedia of philosophy cannot set out to 
give authoritative answers to philosophical prob¬ 
lems without cither deceiving its readers by rep¬ 
resenting as die agreed answer what's in reality a 
contending opinion or confusing them with a 
scries of inconsistent answers; this being so it has 
seemed better not to try to answer these questions 
at all. 

This encyclopedia will therefore be searched in 
vain for a key to the riddle of the universe or even 
for pronouncements on the reality or otherwise of 
matter, the objectivity or subjectivity of moral 
standards or the relation of mind and body; but 
there remain many useful tasks which an encyclo¬ 
pedia of philosophy can perform. First, it is possi¬ 
ble to give explanations of the key technical terms 
used by philosophers of all shades of opinion ; such 
terms as “analytic”, “category”, “univenal”, “dia¬ 
lectic” and “sense datum” are in constant use in 
philosophical texts and cannot be adequately ex¬ 
plained by even the best dictionary. Secondly some 
account can be given of the main answers to philo¬ 
sophical questions, those standard positions held so 
frequently as to be given a name such as realism, 
idealism, monism, dtialism, nominalism, concep¬ 
tualism, rationalism, and empiricism; these “isms” 
are rather skeletons of positions than full answers 


and no philosopher worthy of consideration can be 
adequately described as holding any combination 
of these “isms”, for he always lias his own peculiar 
contribution to make; but no reading of philoso¬ 
phy is possible without some understanding of 
these terms, dangerous and misleading though 
many of them are. 

Thirdly the work and opinions of individual 
philosophers can be summarily described, certainly 
not as an adequate substitute for a reading of the 
philosopher himself but either to provide back¬ 
ground information or as a preliminary guide to 
the reading of his works. 

Finally some indication can be given of what 
the main fields of philosopliical investigation arc 
by articles on logic, metaphysics, epistemology, 
ethics and aesthetics which attempt to explain what 
problems exercise philosophers witliin those fields. 
It is within one or other of these four groups - 
explanations of technical terms, descriptions of 
well-known “isms”, accounts of individual philo¬ 
sophers and general descriptions of the main fields 
of philosophical inquiry - that most of the articles 
in this encyclopedia fall. Even in such articles the 
most honest and unprejudiced writer must to some 
extent be partial since he must select, explain and 
interpret; but, if he bears in mind this inevitable 
proviso, the reader may confidently expect to 
receive accurate information rather than partisan 
expressions of opinion. 

This encyclopedia is concise. To be concise cer¬ 
tainly demands the omission of all superfluous 
material, but still the editor is faced with hard de¬ 
cisions. Is he to attempt to include articles on every 
subjea on which a reader might reasonably expect 
or hope to obtain information ? The attempt would 
be doomed to failure, but even so it could only be 
made at the price of making all the articles very 
short. Moreover this procedure suffers from the 
decisive disadvantage that there are many subjects 
on which nothing worth saying could be achieved 
within the compass of a brief article. The dates of 
Kant’s birth and death and a list of his more impor¬ 
tant works might be given in an article of a hundred 
words; but if any account of Kant’s views is to be 
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given it is certain that anything said in one or two 
brief paragraphs would be worse than useless for it 
would be largely unintelligible and where intelli¬ 
gible misleading. In fact the article on Kant in this 
encyclopedia contains about six thousand words; 
the informed reader will readily see, and the un¬ 
informed reader must be asked to accept, that it is 
as simple and as clear an account of Kant’s philo¬ 
sophy as is compatible with accuracy and that no¬ 
thing it contains could be omitted in any account of 
Kant which sought to do him justice; six thousand 
words is in this case the minimum length compat¬ 
ible with accuracy and intelligibility. 

Thus extreme brevity in the individual articles is 
not a reasonable method of attaining an over-all 
brevity. The total number of articles included has 
been restricted on the principle that it is better to 
have a fair number of useful articles than to have a 
large number of useless ones, though selection has 
its drawbacks. Apart from the obvious effort 
to include the important rather than the un¬ 
important and to anticipate what the reader is most 
likely to look for, various principles of selection 
have played a part of which the reader may be 
usefully informed. 

First, and most importantly, a fairly narrow in¬ 
terpretation of what constitutes philosophy has 
been chosen, one conforming rather to the usage of 
professional philosophers in the western tradition 
than to popular usage. In popular thought a philo¬ 
sopher is a man of high principle immune so far 
as is humanly possible to the shorter-term interests 
and problems of ordinary mortals, calm and un¬ 
ruffled in the face of adversity, who has a message 
for human beings about how they may best and 
most wisely hvc, a message which is called “a 
philosophy of life”. But it is not for such traits as 
these, even when they had them, that the great 
philosophers of the western tradition have achieved 
their fame; Plato, Aristotle, Aquinas, Descartes, 
Locke, Berkeley, Hume, Kant and the other great 
ones of western philosophy achieved their great¬ 
ness in quite other ways than this and it would be 
in general beside the point to ask for their **philoso- 
phy of life”. Perhaps only for a short period around 
the time of the birfh of Christ when Stoic and Epi¬ 
curean sages contended about how life should be 
lived has philosophy in the west conformed at all 
to the popular picture. With a few striking excep¬ 


tions eastern philosophy has traditionally been 
more in accord with this popular conception; in 
deciding to limit our scope to philosophy as prac¬ 
tised by the great western philosophers we have 
therefore excluded traditional eastern philosophy. 
There is in this decision no suggestion that the 
Buddhist and Confucian sages are unworthy of 
attention ; the simple truth is that their achievement 
is not closely related to that of the western philo¬ 
sophers and it is not possible to include two subjects 
within the limits of one concise encyclopedia. The 
decision how to live is no doubt more important 
than any intellectual struggle for theoretical under¬ 
standing; but this latter is the aim of wxstem 
philosophy. 

A second principle of selection has been that the 
needs of non-spedahst readers have been given pri¬ 
ority and articles on very technical problems and 
the philosophers who specialized in them have 
therefore been kept to a minimum; thus the more 
abstract speculations of logic have been omitted - 
there is, for example, no article on Lord Keynes, 
whose sole contribution in print to philosophy was 
an important but very abstruse treatise on prob¬ 
ability. Readers who can usefully tackle such sub¬ 
jects and authors will not need the guidance of this 
encyclopedia. 

Thirdly it has been assumed that the reader will 
not be an expert linguist; therefore philosophers 
whose works arc not available in translation into 
English have been omitted or given treatment 
shorter perhaps than their merits. This encyclope¬ 
dia therefore docs not claim to be a comprehensive 
guide to modem philosophy, though it endeav¬ 
ours to range beyond the confines of contemporary 
British and American philosophical fashions. 

But it would be idle to pretend that for every 
inclusion and exclusion some rational reason can be 
given; apart from the mere oversights attributable 
to the human errancy of the editor some decisions 
about the contents have inevitably been marginal 
and arbitrary. The editor here and now expresses 
his regrets to those who'would have chosen differ¬ 
ently; he would have added much if he could, but 
in fact every addition to what there is would have in¬ 
volved the exclusion of something which is included. 

In the choice of articles the most difficult decision 
has been with regard to Uving philosophers whose 
work is still in progress. Many living philosophers 
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have been included, but those whose work is still 
in progress have been treated with a brevity not 
indicative of their merits and those whose writings 
are readily accessible in book form have been given 
preference over those who have written mainly in 
learned journals. In this particular field it has been 
impossible to regard merit as the sole principle of 
selcaion. 

The reader will perhaps recollect our earlier state¬ 
ment that articles which attempt to answer directly 
the great problems of philosophy have been avoid¬ 
ed because there are no agreed answers in pliilo- 
sophy and therefore any answers here given would 
inevitably be partisan and in a way unsuitable for 
the contents of an encyclopedia. This statement 
might well sound like a hostile attack on philo¬ 
sophy and give ground for the view, not in- 
frequendy expressed, that the study of philosophy 
is an idle folly and vexation. Does it not seem that 
philosophy is a vain waste of words to be shunned 
by the man with his feet firmly on the ground ? It 
would be as well for us to look into the reasons for 
this lack of agreed results in philosophy to see 
whether it is a good ground for the remainder of 
the harsh reproaches to which philos<..phy is subject. 

“Philosophy** is a transliteration of a Greek word 
which is usually translated “love of wisdom** but 
which is perhaps better translated as “love of know¬ 
ledge**. All knowledge has never been coimted as 
within the field of philosophy; particular pieces of 
practical information that have no theoretical bear¬ 
ing have never been counted as within the special 
province of the philosopher; he may know the 
name of his neighbours and how to mix a cocktail, 
but this would not count as part of pliilosophical 
erudition. But originally, it must be emphasized, 
philosophy included many fields of inquiry which 
arc now counted as right outside the competence 
of the philosopher, including all that we would 
now caU science; even geography was claimed as 
part of philosophy by the great Greek geographer 
Strabo; generally, any investigation prompted by 
theoretical curiosity rather than by immediate prac¬ 
tical needs was counted as philosophical in the ori¬ 
ginal acceptance of the word. 

Gradually, as what we now call the sciences be¬ 
gan to devdop, it became convenient to distinguish 
various special inteiests within philosophy as “na¬ 


tural philosophy*’, “mental philosophy*’ and 
“metaphysical philosophy**. But even as late as the 
seventeenth century, in Newton’s time, natural 
pliilosophy was thought of merely as a special 
interest within a single subject; for Newton natural 
philosophy, in which he specialized, was far from 
being so narrow a discipline as modern physics, as 
is well indicated by his saying in the Principia : “And 
thus much concerning God, to discourse of whom 
from the appearances of things docs certainly be¬ 
long to natural philosophy**. But as the knowledge 
first of pure mathematics, then of the physical 
nature of the world, then of its chemical nature ad¬ 
vanced these studies became full-time specialist pur¬ 
suits with well-tried methods of their own and 
technical vocabularies; from being a mere province 
in the interest of the philosopher they became discip¬ 
lines on their own. Biology, the field of philosophy 
to which Aristotle had early made such great con¬ 
tributions, was the next to split off; even in the 
middle of the nineteenth century Herbert Spencer 
could write a system of philosophy which started 
with metaphysical first principle, ended with a 
treatise on ethics, and included a volume on bio¬ 
logy in the middle, but it was already becoming a 
separate discipline. Psychology, which used to be 
called mental science or mental philosophy, has 
become a special discipline only within living 
memory and at Oxford and Cambridge is still 
taught normally in conjunction with philosophy. 
Logic, though included in this encyclopedia as 
philosophy, is now becoming so technical that in 
some universities it is taught more in the depart¬ 
ments of mathematics than those of philosophy. 

Thus we see that the field of philosophy has 
gradually contracted. All theoretical studies arc, in 
their infancy, part of philosophy; they cease to be 
part of philosophy only when they become estab¬ 
lished disciplines with technical methods of their 
own and agreed results. Thus one explanation of 
why there arc no agreed results in philosophy lies 
ready to hand; it is that whenever within any field 
of philosophy (or what has hitherto been counted 
as philosophy) we find a sure method of procedure 
and an agreed way of testing hypotheses we cease 
to call that field philosophy any longer. Philosophy 
is thus the fissiparous mother of all the sciences; 
they were all part of her, she gave birth to them 
and tended them in their feeble infancy; now 
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grown older they assert their independence in the 
way natural to children. 

Already we have here a sufficient justification of 
the punuit of philosophy as the original source of 
all theoretical understanding of the world and 
hence, indirectly, of our mastery of our environ¬ 
ment. It would be hasty, moreover, to assume that 
there arc no further new sciences still being nursed 
by philosophy in their infant stage of development. 
If part of the activity of pliilosophers is still the first 
crude tentatives in new sciences, this will go some 
way, at least, to explain the continuing lack of 
agreed results in philosophy; for until a science is 
well established no one can be sure what the valid 
methods for approaching it arc or even quite what 
we may expect to achieve by its pursuit; there can 
only be intelligent groping at a method until the 
genius with luck arrives to put the science on a firm 
basis - and this genius will be known thereafter not 
as a philosopher but as the first “... ologist”. 

How many new sciences will be thrown off by 
philosophy in the course of time no one can tell, 
though it would be rash to suppose that the process 
is at an end. But the question now arises whether 
we should suppose that this is the sole function of 
philosophy, whether we arc to sec philosophers 
solely as the midwives to embryonic sciences. We 
must ask W’hether all that philosophers now work 
on will one day be converted into a set of special 
sciences or else be recognised as vain and useless 
like astrology and divination; or is there some dis¬ 
tinctive province of philosophy different in kind 
from that of the sciences, so that guardianship of 
young sciences will b^ but a part-time occupation 
for the philosopher. 

There have been many claims in the history of 
philosophy to have established special fields of 
philosophical inquiry in which the results could be 
counted as the results or discoveries of philosophy. 
Sometimes philosophy has been regarded as itself 
a science, but as distinguished from other sciences 
by its special subject-matter; while the other sci¬ 
ences, the so-called empirical sciences, - physics, 
biology and psychology and the like - have the task 
of investigating the sensible world, philosophy 
on this view has the task of investigating the 
intelligible world underlying the appearances to 
which the other sciences are confined, an investiga¬ 
tion which must proceed by pure intellectual argu¬ 


ment and cannot rely at all on the senses. Some¬ 
times again philosophy has been assigned the task of 
bringing to light the very general principles alleged 
to be common to and to underlie all the sciences, 
or of giving an all-embracing account of the world 
based on the findings of all the special sciences, or 
of providing a general critique of the sciences (a 
dangerous and pretentious claim this), or of bring¬ 
ing to light the ultimate presuppositions of all our 
thinking. Some of these tasks, though suggested, 
have scarcely been attempted; when others have 
been attempted they have usually seemed mere 
speculation, perhaps unintelligible, certainly un¬ 
justified, to almost all save their authors. It is not 
on the basis of such claims as these that we can hope 
to find a further justification for philosophy and a 
special field of philosophical inquiry, though many 
philosophers who have made such claims have 
made great contributions to philosophy which we 
cannot afford to neglect. 

We have seen that one explanation of the lack of 
special philosophical results is that when results are 
obtained they are counted as the beginnings of 
some autonomous science and cease to count as 
belonging to philosophy. We must now go on to 
sec that there are other areas of philosophy in which 
progress is made when what was a problem ceases 
any longer to be a problem. There are here no 
positive results to be set down as part of the dis¬ 
coveries of philosophy simply because the progress 
consists in causing men to cease to be perplexed, to 
cease to think that they are confronted with a 
problem, where once they were perplexed. Per¬ 
haps in this matter of making apparent problems 
disappear we have at least one of the characteristic 
functions of philosophy. A simple illustration will 
perhaps help the reader to grasp what is here in 
question, though in the very nature of the case it 
must seem a trivial illustration: in the earlier part 
of the fifth century b.c. a number of very intel¬ 
ligent men began to be perplexed about the possibi¬ 
lity of making negative statements; for, as they 
argued, if we say **The cat is not white" the fint 
part of what we say is "The cat is not*'; but if the 
cat is not, then there is no cat, there is nothing to 
say anything about and we must be silent; it is 
permissible to speak only of what is. These intel¬ 
ligent men were, of course, as aware as we are that 
this argument is revolting to common-sense or, as 
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Parmenides put it, to opinion; but they were in¬ 
tent on following the argument out wherever it 
might lead them without fear of ridicule from 
respectable people. Plato solved this difficulty by 
pointing out that to say that the cat is not white is 
not to deny that there is a cat but rather to say that 
the cat is other than white; in technical language, 
the existential and predicative uses of the verb “to 
be” were distinguished. Here, then, we have the 
removal of a simple, though not stupid or simple- 
minded, confusion; but we have no positive re¬ 
sults, not even the result of estabhshing the nature 
of negation, for, as later history showed only too 
clearly, it remained possible to be confused and 
perplexed about negation in novel ways which 
Plato did not foresee. Negative statements are very 
perplexing to anyone who reflects about them and 
there will never be an end to puzzles about them; 
when each puzzle is removed then philosophical 
progress is made, a progress towards clarity; but 
there are hardly any positive results to count as 
philosophical knowledge. The history of philo¬ 
sophy is full of similar examples, some of them 
much more complex than that just described; the 
great philosophers may not have found the final 
solutions to the problem of this and tne problem of 
that, but as a result of their work there are some 
ways of being perplexed by some problems into 
which no student who has read their work need 
ever fall again. Perhaps, indeed, there is no such 
thing as a final solution to these problems but only 
a continual struggle not to be baffled and blinded, 
not to fall into conceptual confusion. 

It is probable that all philosophers would agree 
that some achievements in philosophy are best 
described as the banishment of some confusion and 
not as a positive discovery. Some modern philo¬ 
sophers, indeed, have wished to claim that all genu¬ 
inely philosophical problems are rather puzzles to 
be dissolved than questions to be answered; those 
philosophers who have been influenced by Witt¬ 
genstein arc particularly associated with this view, 
which is strikingly expressed in Wittgenstein’s 
Philosophical Investigations, In making this claim 
they in part wish to exclude from philosophy some 
questions which they recognize are not of the 
“puzzle” variety - questions of psychology and 
judgments of value, for example, and to this ex¬ 
tent the question is only one of how widely we 


would be well advised to extend our use of the 
terms “philosophy”. But they also wish to claim 
that many of the central problems of philosophy, 
such as the question of free-will and the problem 
of the justification of induction, arc, contrary to 
appearances, of this kind - puzzles which arise only 
from our conceptual confusion which will merely 
vanish if we can clear our minds of these confu¬ 
sions. About this all that can be usefully said in an 
impartial introduction is that for none of these 
central questions is there an agreed method or 
agreed answer and that we therefore cannot know 
whether they are of one nature or of another; they 
may turn out to be answerable by some new 
science yet to be invented, they may turn out to be 
conceptual confusions, or they may turn out to re¬ 
quire some new and spccificaUy philosophical 
treatment, or they may remain for ever unsolved, 
or some may turn out to be of one kind and some 
of another; we carmot now say because we have 
not yet even succeeded in making clear what sort 
of an answer to them would be satisfactory, but 
we certainly cannot agree with the facile counsel of 
despair which urges us to forget about them. 

But one further thing can be said in answer to 
the charge that philosophy achieves no results. 
Even with regard to such problems which any 
impartial person must admit to remain unanswered 
by philosophers in any conclusive way, there has 
been great progress; all the possible methods of 
approach yet thought of have been continuously 
improved, questions previously confused with each 
other are continually being distinguished, new dif¬ 
ficulties in old views arc continually being dis¬ 
covered. To imagine that philosophy stands still 
would be to fall into a great error; it is continually 
changing, and changing for the better, even if it 
never reaches its goal. 

We would not be justified in going further into 
the question of the nature of philosophy and the 
reasons for the paucity of any “results of philo¬ 
sophy”. Enough has been said to make it clear that 
in such an encyclopedia as tliis we cannot provide 
authoritative answers to philosophical questions 
but must limit ourselves to explaining the various 
technical terms used by philosophers in their at¬ 
tempts to answer these questions, to describing the 
answers given by various gicat philosophers to 
them and to describing some of the stock ways of 
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trying to answer them. The reader must then read 
further for himself ~ a bibliography is provided to 
enable him to find some books for further reading 
on most of the central questions of philosophy - 
and above all he must then think further for him¬ 
self. There are not only no stock answers in philoso¬ 
phy, there are no authorities who can be treated as 
arbiters of debates; every man must in the end 
make up his own mind on philosophical questions 
in accordance wdth what seems to him to be the 
w eight of the various arguments wliich others can 
put up for his consideration. 

But if the final answers to philosophical ques¬ 
tions are not to be expected from an encyclopedia 
nor from any other book, the beginner in philo¬ 
sophy might reasonably ask what his best plan of 
campaign for improving his philosophical capacity 
might be. While it is hoped that this encyclopedia 
will be a useful reference book for liim it is reason¬ 
able to try here to give him some guidance on how' 
best to approach the immense literature of philo¬ 
sophy. Probably most people who make up their 
minds to study philosophy start by reading some 
text-book put out for begimiers or some general 
history of philosophy, and this may well seem the 
logical thing to do. But such a course of reading on 
its own is hable to be very dull and unrewarding, 
and there is much to be said for starting with a 
quite different plan. We would advise the philo¬ 
sophical beginner to make his start by reading 
some of the simpler of the great classics of philo¬ 
sophy, such as Berkeley’s Dialogues between Hylas 
and Philonous, Descartes* Discourse on Method, 
Hume s Enquiry concerning the Human Understanding, 
Plato’s Republic, Mill’s Utilitarianism and Russell’s 
The Problems of Philosophy. Such books arc not 
recommended because the editor of this encyclo¬ 
pedia agrees wdth them or because he beheves that 
the reader will agree with them; indeed no one 
could agree with them all because they disagree 
among themselves.They are recommended as excit¬ 


ing and daring products of some of the greatest 
intelligences that have ever played on philo¬ 
sophical subjects and as simple in the sense that 
their general intention will be immediately plain 
to any attentive reader, though he will never 
exhaust them. Any reader of such books as these 
(the books and not merely selections from them) 
who remains uninterested may safely assume that 
philosophy is not for him. Having made such a 
start the beginner should find himself well able to 
proceed further with the aid of this encyclopedia 
under the guidance of his own interests. No 
suggestion that textbooks and histories of philo¬ 
sophy should never be read is, of course, intended 
by these recommendations, but only advice to the 
solitary beginner not to make them his exclusive 
diet at the beginning of his studies. 

The reader has been thoroughly warned that 
there are no authorities in philosophy who can 
give us the accepted and authoritative answer to 
the problems of philosophy. But there arc, need¬ 
less to say, more and less able philosophers; there 
are philosophers who are able and willing to speak 
simply and clearly and those whose words arc as 
obscure as their thought; there arc philosophers 
who have carefully studied what others have to 
say and those whose historical knowledge is less 
secure. Both the editor and the reader may count 
themselves lucky that many of the most eminent 
and most able pliilosophcrs of the day have agreed 
to contribute to this volume and have accepted the 
task of speaking as simply and as clearly as the 
requirement of accuracy would permit. The reader 
must, of course, expert some variation in the level 
of difficulty, and philosophy is never easy; it would 
be impossible and pointless to attempt to make an 
article on, say, a medieval logician as simple as the 
basic article on logic; but, though many of the 
articles will interest the most advanced expert, the 
interests of the intclUgent layman have alvrays been 
given the first consideration. 
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Aesthetics 


A 

Abelard, Peter, (f. 1079-1142) born in Brittany, 
France. The details of his stormy life are to be 
found in tlie autobiographical letter known as the 
Historia Cahitnitiitum. Most famous of all the events 
of Abelard’s life is his seduction of Hcloisc, niece 
of the Canon Fulbert of Notre Dame; when their 
child was born they married secretly but Heloisc’s 
brothers broke into Abelard’s room at night and 
castrated him. Consei.|UCiitly Heloise became a nun 
and Abelard a monk. 

Abelard is noted in the history of philosophy for 
his ability as a dialectician and for his contribution 
to the solution of the problem of Universals. He 
studied logic under Roscelliuus, a nominalist 
master, and later disputed with the realist theologian 
William of C'hampeaux in Paris. 7 'he details of 
this debate, together with an account of the suc¬ 
cessive positions taken up, are to be found in 
Abelard’s logical treatises Concerning Genera and 
Species and the Glosses on Porphyry. 

Abelard stands firmly by the principle that only 
individuals exist and that universal terms, being 
more than mere names, get their content of mean¬ 
ing from the abstractive power of tiie mind. The 
famous formula that the mind may consider fac¬ 
tors separately without considering them as sepa¬ 
rate from one another gave a convenient dialectical 
ans^^'cr to the question as it was raised by Boethius 
and left the way open for the fuller explanation 
provided later by the Aristotelian psychology. 

Abelard also wrote an ethical treatise, the Scito 
Te ipsunt, w hich emphasizes the subjective element 
in human conduct and stresses the importance of 
intention in the moral qualification of an action. 

(j.G.D.) 

Aesthetics. Though the division of philosophy 
into a number of departments has little theoretical 
value, aesthetics has long been regarded as one of 
the main departments of philosophy alongside of 
logic, metaphysics, the theory of knowledge and 
ethics; though it must be admitted that it has never 
had the degree of attention given to these other 
branches. The word “aesthetics” itself is little over 
a century old and results from a German coinage 
by the philosopher Baumgarten; thus though the 
word is ultimately derived from the Greek word 


aesthesis which means “perception”, no weight 
can be put on this etymology. Where we now 
speak of aesthetics earlier writers would have 
spoken of the theory of taste or criticism of taste. 
The Hippias Major of Plato, in wliich the sophist 
Hippias vainly attempts to provide Socrates with 
a satisfactory definition of beauty, is the oldest sur¬ 
viving work in the field of aesthetics and there 
is a continuing literature from that period. 

Aesthetics gains its subject-matter from the fact 
that people are constantly judging tilings, whether 
natural objects, products of the “fine arts” or other 
man-made articles, to be beautiful, sublime, charm- 
ing, ugly, ridiculous or uncouth; moreover, they 
attempt to support or question such judgments 
and fall into argument about them. The philo¬ 
sophical problems of aesthetics arise from reflection 
on these data; it will be helpful to list some of them 
without discussion. What have these terms like 
“beautiful”, “sublime”, “charming”, ‘Tigly’\ got 
in common with each other that they do not share 
with “worthy”, “useful”, “wicked” and “right”? 
what is the difference in meaning of the terms 
“beautiful” and “sublime”? how% if at all, can we 
show such judgments of aesthetic merit to be true 
and how justify one view rather than another ? how 
does aesthetic appraisal differ from ethical and eco¬ 
nomic appraisal? what is a work of art? can wc 
have the same aesthetic attitude to works of art as 
to natural phenomena? Such questions as these 
sufficiently indicate the general character of philo¬ 
sophical aesthetics, though by no means all philo¬ 
sophers would agree that wc have mentioned the 
most important problems or formulated them in 
the best possible way. There arc certainly other 
questions; one of these is about w^herejthe bound¬ 
ary of philosophical aesthetics lies - whether, for 
example, a discussion of the distinction between 
classical and romantic art is philosophical or wholly 
within the field of art criticism. It is ceruinly neces¬ 
sary to make some distinction between aesthetics 
and criticism; thus to give reasons for thinking a 
certain work of art a good one is no part of philo¬ 
sophy, and the philosopher has no special compe¬ 
tence in regard to such questions. 

It is natural to find a close parallel between the 
problems of aesthetics and those ot ethics. Some 
would indeed regard it as a mistake, however na¬ 
tural; others would maintain that to speak of a par- 
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allcl is an understatement and hold that we should 
start with a general theory of value, a single theory 
which can be applied with slight modifications to 
the field of ethics, aesthetics and economics. But 
certainly the most important question of ethics is 
naturally expressed in some such way as; “Is there 
any standard of morality beyond the conventions 
of a group and, if so, what is it?**. We can equally 
naturally ask whether there is any standard of aes¬ 
thetic judgment and, if so, what it is. This being 
the case, it is not surprising to find a close parallel 
between the most common aesthetic and ethical 
theories. As the ethical relativist claims that moral 
beliefs hold only for an individual or a group so it 
is claimed that there is no criterion of good taste 
save that conventionally accepted within a group; 
as the ethical hedonist fmds moral worth solely in 
the production of pleasure, so the aesthetic hedonist 
claims that the production of pleasure is the sole 
criterion of aesthetic merit; as some moralists say 
that goodness is an ultimate moral quality objec¬ 
tively present in things of value, so some have 
claimed that beauty is an objective quality; simi¬ 
larly we have subjectivist and emotivist theories of 
meaning in both fields. 

The most inBuential classical discussion of aes¬ 
thetics was that of Kant in his Critique of Judgment, 
especially through his insistence on the precon- 
ceptual level of the aesthetic judgment and the 
formal character of the criteria of aesthetic merit; 
the precise form of his discussion depends on his 
view that judgments diHer in quantity, quality, re¬ 
lation and modality, so that the problem of aes¬ 
thetics is mainly to say how aesthetic judgments 
differ in these four ways from others. In modern 
times the best-known theory is that of Croce in 
his Aesthetics, to which that of Collingwood in 
his Principles of Art is essentially similar ; for Croce 
the work of art is a sensuous intuition of some 
emotion of which it is also an adequate expression, 
the canvas, the written words or the sounds being 
mere causal aids to others to have the same intu¬ 
ition. The view put forward in Cassirer *s Philo¬ 
sophy of Symbolic Forms, especially as restated in 
S. K. Langcr’s Feeling and Form, has also been very 
influential. It is common to these views to see 
aesthetic experience as essentially expression, or 
symbolism, of feehng, and to connect it as such 
with all use of language and other symbolism; 


Croce indeed regards general linguistics and aes¬ 
thetics as one and the same thing. These theories, 
idealist in tendency, have not gained much support 
from more empirical and analytic philosophers, 
but these have notably failed to provide any alter¬ 
native. The immense difficulty with all aesthetic 
theories is to give any clear meaning to the terms 
which it seems natural to use; symbolism, expres¬ 
sion, intuition and significant form are constantly 
recurring notions which could well be given far 
more rigorous analytic examination and explana¬ 
tion than they have yet received. 

Some philosophers, indeed, deny the possibility 
of any general aesthetic theory; acstheticians, they 
say, assume that there is some common feature of 
experience of all the diverse arts and of natural 
beauty, and that there is some general criterion of 
judgment to be found which will be appUcablc in 
all these fields; but this assumption they consider 
to be without any justification. We can say, they 
hold, what makes us admire this painting, that 
painting, this landscape and that symphony, but 
we must not expect there to be anything common 
to all these cases. Whether this extreme scepticism 
is justified or not, it must be admitted to these 
critics that aesthetics, more than any other branch 
of philosophy seems doomed either to a preten¬ 
tious vagueness or to an extreme poverty which 
make it a poor step-sister to other main fields of 
philosophical inquiry. In recent years in the United 
States, however, there has been a considerable 
growth of work on aesthetics which, we must 
hope, may bear some fruit in the near future. 

(j.o.u.) 

Albert the Great (1206-1280), also known as 
Albcitus Magnus, Albert of Lauingen and Albert 
of Cologne; canonized in 1931. Born at Lauingen 
in Swabia, Albert studied at Padua, where he 
joined the Dominicans, later he became Bishop of 
Ratisbon. He taught at Cologne, where he died, 
and Paris. Traveller, administrator, theologian, he 
was an indefatigable experimentalist, especially in 
botany and zoology. His temper was not unlike 
that of his contemporary, Roger Bacon, who held 
him in grudging respect. He cleared the sources of 
thirteenth-century speculation, and wrote of Aris¬ 
totle with great sympathy and sure instinct for his 
meaning. With his pupil Thomas Aquinas, he 
led the movement which installed in Christian 
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thought an Aristotclianisni specifically new to the 
patristic tradition. But he was the less synthetic and 
impersonal thinker of the two, though he was 
more encyclopaedic and syncretic. He wrote on 
Aristotle in the older style of paraphrase and digres- 
>ion, and is closer to Aviceima than to Averroes. 
His feeling for the Neoplatonism of Dionysius 
and Proclus descends through his disciples - Ulrich 
of Strasbourg, who died in 1277, and Dietrich of 
Freiburg, who died in 1310 - to Master Eckhart, 
John Taulcr and the Dominican mystics of the 
Rhineland. (t.g.) 

Alexander, Samuel (i859>-i938], an Australian by 
birth. As an undergraduate at Oxford he was 
brought up in the idealist tradition of that period. 
But he became one of the most noted realist meta¬ 
physicians of his time. He was for many years 
Professor of Philosophy at Manchester University. 

Alexander’s great work was his Space, Time and 
Deity, which appeared in 1920. The basic stuff of 
the universe is space-time or pure motion, and 
everything in it develops out of the primary stuff 
by a process of emergent evolution. Things or sub¬ 
stances are volumes of space-time with a deter¬ 
minate contour; low in the scale of evolution is 
matter, whence emerges life and finally, so far as 
we arc concerned, mind; but no one can say what 
will emerge in the future in the evolutionary pro¬ 
cess. The next stage to which the universe is striving 
is at that stage deity; God is in the making but 
never actual. On this metaphysical foundation, 
which the reader may well find obscure, Alexander 
built a realist theory of knowledge. Knowledge 
occurs when two finite existences arc compresent 
and one (the knower) is aware of this com presence; 
even memory is a case of comprcscncc of a knower 
with an event characterised by pastness. There can 
be knowledge, contemplation, only of a compre¬ 
sent object; the knower is said by Alexander to 
enjoy himself only, without self-knowledge. 

O.o.u.) 

Analysis is a Greek word, meaning the resolution 
of a complex whole into its parts. It is opposed to 
synthesis, which means the construction of a 
whole out of parts. 

Philosophers have always had two main aims, 
the construction of systems of metaphysics, logic 


Analysis 

or ethics (synthesis) and the clarification of impor- 
tint ideas (analysis). These cannot always be sharply 
distinguished, since what is synthesis from one 
point of view is analysis from another. Plato’s 
Republic, for example, may be considered as the 
construction in thought of a perfectly just society 
or as the analysis of the idea of a just society. Large 
parts of Aristotle’s Ethics are concerned with the 
analysis of such important ideas as “voluntary ac¬ 
tion’*, “virtue and vice’’, “pleasure**, etc. 

In recent times continental philosophy has tended 
to be synthetic (Kant is an important exception) 
and British philosophy to be analytic. For Des¬ 
cartes the analysis of concepts was only a prepara¬ 
tion for the construction of a system of knowledge 
based on the “clear and distinct ideas’* obtained by 
analysis; and Spinoza sought to construct a view 
of the world deduced, on the geometrical model, 
from a small number of definitions and axioms. 
British philosophers, on the other hand, have 
tended to be suspicious of constructive meta¬ 
physics and to be more concerned with the analysis 
of thought and experience into their fundamental 
elements. 

Since the beginning of this century the view 
that analysis is cither the whole, or the most impor¬ 
tant part, or the distinguishing feature of philo¬ 
sophy has been widely accepted in English-speaking 
countries. Philosophers who follow this trend often 
have little in common with each other except the 
use of the word “analysis’* to describe their various 
activities. All that can be said about their view of 
the function of philosophy - and even this is not 
wholly true - is that they take it to be, not the 
acquisition of new knowledge (which is the func¬ 
tion of the special sciences), but the clarification 
and articulation of what we already know. Three 
main stands can be detected in the practice of 
analysis: 

(i) G. £. Moore questioned an assumption that 
metaphysicians have been prone to make and 
which was certainly made by the idealists who at 
that time dominated British philosophy. This was 
that we do not know all the ordinary humdrum 
things about the world that we claim to know. 
Some had said that these things are actually false; 
others, that even if they were true we could not 
know them to be true. The world, as it appears to 
the plain man, is mere appearance; reality is 
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something recondite, wholly unlike what we take 
it to be, and to be discovered only by profound 
researches conducted in some new technical lan¬ 
guage. Against this, Moore held that for the thinker 
such truisms as that he has a body, that he was bom 
some years ago and that he has existed ever since, 
are not only true but can be known for certain to 
be true. Nevertheless he had no wish to assert that 
metaphysical theories which contradicted these as¬ 
sertions were merely outrageous falsehoods. They 
were certainly that; but they were also mistaken 
attempts to answer very genuine and puzzling 
questions. Briefly, though we cannot seriously 
doubt the truth of such ordinary statements and 
though we know, in a sense, what they mean, we 
may not be able to state clearly and precisely what 
they mean. We do not, in his words, “know their 
proper analysis’* and almost all his philosophical 
activity was devoted to discovering the proper 
anlysis of propositions whose truth cannot seriously 
be doubted. 

To give the proper analysis of a concept or pro¬ 
position is to replace the word or sentence which is 
normally used to express it by some other expres¬ 
sion which is exactly equivalent to it and at the 
same time less puzzling. An analysis, therefore, is a 
sort of definition, a kind of equation with the 
puzzling expression, the analysandum, on the left- 
hand side and the new expression, sometimes called 
the analysis, sometimes the analysans, on the right. 
Now most of the ideas that seem to need this sort 
of clarification are highly complex and the very 
word “analysis” implies the splitting of a complex 
form or replacing an expression that stood for a 
complex concept by a longer expression that laid 
bare its hidden complexity. Moore seems to have 
used this technique with no other aim than that of 
clarifying our concepts; he had no metaphysical 
theory and did not suppose that the things men¬ 
tioned in the analysis were in any sense more real 
or fundamental than those mentioned in the analys- 
andum. How, indeed, could they be, if the analys- 
andum and the analysis were to refer, as they must, 
to exactly the same things? 

(2) At the same time, Bertrand Rtsaaell, was led 
to the practice of the tame sort of definitional ana¬ 
lysis as Moore, but for very different reasons and 
with very S&tmt aims. Where Moore sought 
only clarity and never wished to depart firom com¬ 


mon sense beliefs, Russell sought metaphysical 
truth and was quite willing to say with the Idealists 
that common sense beliefi can be false and or¬ 
dinary language wholly inadequate as a means of 
discovering and expressing truth. As a metaphysic¬ 
ian, his aim was to give a general account of the 
universe. His account was the exact opposite of 
that of the Idealists. They had claimed that only 
reality as a whole (the absolute) was wholly real; 
particular things were abstractions from this 
totality and, as such, only partially real or not real 
at all. Russell’s picture of the world was that of a 
world composed of “atomic facts”, corresponding 
to each of which there would be a true “atomic 
statement”. 

Consider the statement “it is either raining or 
snowing”. This is not made true by correspond¬ 
ence with a complex alternative fact, cither-rain- 
or-snow. It is true if either of the atomic parts of 
which it is composed (“it is raining” and “it is 
snowing”) is true. Thus compound or “molec¬ 
ular” statements do not correspond or fail to cor¬ 
respond to compound facts; they can be broken 
down into atomic statements which do, when true, 
correspond to atomic faas. The aim of analysis 
was to be the breakdown of complex facts into 
their atomic components, the method the analysis 
of complex statements into theirs. Russell’s con¬ 
ception of analysis was influenced in two main 
ways by the faa that he came to metaphysics from 
the study of mathematics and formal logic. As a 
mathematician, he regarded all defined terms as 
theoretically superfluous. Thus if “two” can be 
defined as “one plus one” and “three” as “two 
plus one” it is clear that arithmetical operations 
could be carried on with no numerals other than 
“one”. He had himself claimed to “eliminate” in 
this way even the notion of “number” by defining 
it in terms belonging to logic. As a metaphysician, 
Russell held that if the word “number” could be 
eliminated by being defined, then numbers arc not 
part of the ultimate constituents of the world 
which it was his aim to discover. These constit¬ 
uents, whatever they turned out to be, would be 
only such things as would be named in a language 
in which all defined terms had been replaced by 
ultimately indefinable terms. For Russell, there¬ 
fore, though the technique of analysis was, as it 
was for Moore, the replacing of an analysandum 


18 



Analysis 


by an analysis, the aim was very different; Moore 
sought clariheation, Russell metaphysical truth. 

Secondly, Russell’s study of logic had convinced 
him that the grammar of all natural languages is 
radically misleading. *‘Horses do not bellow” and 
“chimaeras do not exist” have the same gramma¬ 
tical form; but, while the first denies that certain 
objects (horscs)l have a certain property (bellowing), 
the second does not deny that chimaeras have the 
property of existing. Rather it says that nothing 
in the world has the property of being a chimaera. 
Russell’s aim here was that of replacing expressions 
whose grammatical form was misleading by ex¬ 
pressions of “proper logical form”, in which the 
grammatical structure would properly reflect the 
form of the fact stated. Confronted by the State¬ 
ment “the average plumber earns ten pounds a 
week”, one might be puzzled by the question “Who 
is this average plumber ?” and perhaps led into wild 
metaphysical speculation. The remedy was to see 
that the statement could be translated into “the 
number of pounds earned each week by plumbers 
divided by the number of plumbers is ten”, a state¬ 
ment from which “the average plumber” has been 
eliminated. No one is likely to be bemused in such 
a simple case; but serious consequences, both the¬ 
oretical and practical, had certainly followed from 
making the same mistake about more important 
objects such as “the State” or “Public Opinion”. 
It is clear that in some sense these, Uke armies, 
governments, schools and other institutions arc 
abstraaions and that to say something about them 
is to say something, though not the same thing, 
about the people who make them up. In technical 
language they were said to be “logical construc¬ 
tions” out of the more concrete objects (people) 
who compose them. Russell and his followers had 
high hopes that analysis could be carried to yet 
deeper metaphysical levels by showing that the 
things, including people, that we normally treat as 
being on the “ground-floor level” of experience, 
were logical constructions out of more fundament¬ 
al entities. 

(3) Russell’s views on logic and techniques of 
an^ysis were taken up by the logical positivists, 
but used with a very different aim. Where Russell 
sought a true metaphysical theory, the positivists 
held all metaphysics to be nonsensical and were 
mainly concerned to establish a sharp line between 


metaphysics and natural science. Analysis was to 
be used fint for the elimination of metaphysics and 
secondly for the clarification of the language of 
science. The word “elimination” here is to be 
taken in a much more straightforward sense than 
in connection with Russell. Russell had not 
claimed that the objects which his analytical meth¬ 
od “ehminated” did not, in the ordinary sense, 
exist; only that they were not metaphysically ul¬ 
timate. Water exists; but because it is composed of 
oxygen and hydrogen it is not part of the “ultimate 
furniture of the Universe”; and this is shown by 
die fact that the word “water” can be replaced by 
“HgO”. The positivists, on the other hand, used 
analysis to show that certain words used by meta¬ 
physicians and, in consequence, the dieorics in which 
those words appear were literally nonsensical. 

Since all metaphysics, including Russell’s atom¬ 
ism, was to be eliminated, a new aim had to be 
found for analysis ; for metaphysical truth was not 
merely impossible for us to attain, it was an absurd 
goal to aim at. It had never been agreed just tvhat 
was to be analysed. Was it to be concepts and 
propositions, as Moore said? Or facts, as Russell 
usually said ? In practice this had made less differ¬ 
ence than might be expected, since the actual 
technique of analysis had always been the replace¬ 
ment of one expression (word, phrase or sentence) 
by another. The method was linguistic, though 
both Moore and Russell have always repudiated 
linguistic aims. With the positivists, aim and 
method come closer together; for both “concepts” 
and “facts” come under the ban of being meta¬ 
physical, thought is identified with language, and 
the analysis of linguistic expressions is an end in 
itself. The clarification and articulation of the 
language of science can hardly be regarded as an 
extrinsic aim. 

The name “linguistic analysis” is often now used 
for a general approach to philosophy that is wide¬ 
spread in the English-speaking world and has some 
adherents on the continent, particularly in Scan¬ 
dinavia. These philosophers differ widely among 
themselves, for example in their degree of affection 
towards metaphysics. Their method is certainly 
linguistic, since it involves paying careful, even 
minute attention to the actual usage of words, 
phrases and sentences in a hving language; but it 
cannot, in any clear or strict sense, be called 
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“analysis”. What is common to all the linguistic 
analysts is the belief that the first step towards the 
solution of a philosophical problem is to examine 
the key words in the area that generates the prob¬ 
lem and to ask how they are in fact used. Thus 
problems of perception arc to be solved, not by 
condemning ordinary language wholesale and in¬ 
venting a new vocabulary (impressions, sensations, 
sense-data), but by asking what precisely we are 
claiming when we claim to see something. This is 
the sort of question which Moore asked; but 
whereas Moore jumped, almost without argument, 
to the conclusion that the answer must be given in 
terms of “sense-data”, the linguistic analysts try to 
answer it by exploring the locutions in which the 
verb “to see” and kindred words actually occur. 
There is nothing here to which we can point as 
being “analysis” as we can point to definitional 
substitution in Moore and Russell. Perhaps the 
survival of the name “analysis” is only a just tribute 
which some philosophers pay to those who have 
greatly influenced them and from whose work 
their own work stems. (p.h.n.-s.) 

Analytic. The terms “analytic” and “synthetic” 
were introduced by Kant, who defined an ana¬ 
lytic judgment as one in which the idea of the 
predicate is already contained in that of the subject 
and therefore adds nothing to it. Thus “all bodies 
arc extended in space” is analytic, since the idea of 
extension is contained in that of body. On the other 
hand “all bodies have some weight” is synthetic 
since the idea of weight is not so contained. Kant’s 
distinction has been criticized for being too meta¬ 
phorical ~ it is not' clear what is meant by saying 
that one idea is “contained in” another - and 
for being insufficiently general - it applies 
only to propositions of subject-predicate form. 

Various attempts have been made to make the 
distinction more precise. An analytic proposition 
is sometimes said to be one the denial of which 
would be sclf-contradiaory; or it is said to be a 
covert tautology, on the grounds that, if we define 
“body”, as “extended thing”, “all bodies arc ex¬ 
tended” means “all extended things arc extended”, 
it should be noted that on this view the analyticity 
of a proposition depends on our choice of defini¬ 
tions which is, according to some philosophers, 
arbitary. Thus if we defined “body” as “that which 


has extension and weight”, “all bodies have 
weight” would be analytic. If this is so, we cannot 
determine from the form of a sentence whether or 
not it expresses an analytic proposition, but must 
appeal to what the speaker means by it. If these or 
similar definitions of “analytic” arc adopted, it will 
be seen that analyticity can be extended to propo¬ 
sitions other than those of subject-predicate form. 

Analytic propositions, though they may inform 
us of the meanings of words, can give no know- 
ledge of matters of fact. The philosophy of logic¬ 
al positivism was based on a sharp distinction 
between analytic and synthetic and on the view 
that all a priori propositions must be analytic. 
Many philosophers now doubt whether this sharp 
distinction can be maintained. It has been most 
thoroughly examined by Waismann in Analysis 
(1949-53) by Quine in From a Logical Point oj 
View. ( P.H.N.-S.) 

Anaxagoras of Clazomenae in Ionian Greece, 
flourished c. 450 b.c. He was prosecuted for 
impiety (for describing the sun as a white hot 
lump of stone) while working in Athens, partly 
because he was a friend of Pericles. His book On 
Nature, which was probably short (3,000-8,000 
words?), seems to have been written later than 
Empedocles* On Nature and tries to overcome 
the eleatic dilemma in another way. In the 
beginning all the natural substances (not merely a 
hmited number of basic substances like Empedo¬ 
cles’ roots) were mixed together; then Mind, 
“finest of all things and purest”, started a rotation 
which brought the heavier parts to the centre, by 
vortex-action, to form earth, and the lighter to the 
circumference. This was a traditional, non-cyclical 
cosmogony; the production of a plural cosmos did 
not destroy the initial luiity, since still “there is a 
portion of everything in everything, except Mind”. 
Apparent coming-to-be, as for Empedocles, was 
caused by mixture. Objects were made up of 
"seeds”, perhaps meaning constituent pieces having 
the nature of the whole; each seed contained a 
portion of every natural substance, including the 
substantial opposites and the main world-masses, 
but had the appearance of that substance whose 
portion predominated. Changes, as for example in 
nutrition, were presumably caused by an inter¬ 
change of portions so as to alter the predominance 
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in different seeds. Anaxagoras insisted that matter 
could be theoretically divided aJ infinitum, and is 
indeed, what Zeno of Elea had denied, “both 
great and small”. He did not attempt to reconcile 
this with the idea of the predominance of one sub¬ 
stance in every seed. In most other details of cos- 
mology and epistemology Anaxagoras was more 
conservative, often reviving Milesian views. See 
also Pre-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Anaximander of Miletus, a Greek seaport in 
Asia Minor, flourished c. 560 B.c. His scientific 
activities included making a famous map of the 
world. like Thales he tried to name a single 
substance out of which the world originated: for 
him this was “the indcfmite”, probably implying 
a material of indefinite extent to which no precise 
name could be given because it did not exist within 
the developed world. From the Indcfmite was 
somehow separated off a nucleus which produced 
fire and dark mist. The mist solidified at its centre 
into earth, while the surrounding flame burst to 
form the heavenly bodies - wheels of fire, each 
showing through a single aperture in a tegument 
of mist. The earth is cylindrical, and stays still 
because of its equidistance from everything else. 
Physical change within the world occurs through 
the mutual encroachments and reactions of oppos¬ 
ed materials like the hot and the cold, ultimate 
regularity being assured because these “pay penalty 
and retribution to each other for their injustice ac¬ 
cording to the assessment of time”. There was a 
zoogony to parallel the cosmogony: the first living 
creatures, generated out of primeval slime by the 
heat of the sun, emerged out of prickly husks on 
to dry land. Men originally grew up inside a kind 
of fish, for otherwise they could not have survived 
their long period of helplessness in childhood. See 
also Prc-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Anaximenes of Miletus, a Greek seaport in Asia 
Minor, flourished c, 545 B.c. He reverted to 
Tlialcs’ idea of a defmitc world-component as 
originative material, but said that this was aer, air 
or rather mist. For the first time he gave some ac¬ 
count of how a single substance could turn into a 
diversified world: aer changed its appearance ac¬ 
cording to its degree of concentration. Rarefied, 
it became Ere; condensed, water and earth. This 


was an important new idea; and Anaximenes be¬ 
haved unusually methodically in citing a specific 
indication that density can affect, for example tem¬ 
perature - when the lips are compressed in ex¬ 
halation. He seems to have chosen air/mist as the 
basic substance not only because of its apparent 
meteorological connexion with fire (in the sky) 
and also with rain, but also because it appeared to 
fulfil in the world the function of soul, commonly 
envisaged as breath, in living creatures; soul being 
motive, directive, and in some way divine. In cos¬ 
mology Anaximenes was less imaginative than his 
older contemporary Anaximander, often merely 
elaborating the popular world-picture as exem¬ 
plified in Homer. The flat earth rode on air ; the 
fiery heavenly bodies went round, net under, the 
earth, driven by winds; among them were invis¬ 
ible bodies that caused eclipses. See also under 
Pre-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109), canonized 
1494. He was born at Aosta, Italy. In 1033,Anselm 
Joined the Benedictine Abbey of Bee in Normandy 
under Lanfranc. He subsequently became Arch¬ 
bishop of Canterbury. 

Apart from Erigena Anselm was the first 
systematic thinker of the Middle Ages. Meeting the 
diff’culties occasioned by the dialecticians of hb 
day with the celebrated formula “a faith seeking 
understanding”, he was not prepared to substitute 
dialectic for theology but at the same time he in¬ 
sisted upon a reasoned presentation of traditional 
Christian belief. 

His philosophical writing came in response to a 
request by some of his monks for a rational medi¬ 
tation on the existence and nature of God which 
would dispense with reference to scriptural au¬ 
thority. The Monologion and Proslogion are his 
reply. 

In the former he begins with the experienced 
occurrence of differences in degrees of value, of 
goodness and of being in the objects around us. 
From this he argues to the necessary existence of an 
absolute standard, an absolute good, an absolute 
being in which the relative participates. And this 
absolute we call God. The argument follows a 
familiar Platonic method already used by Aogiis- 
tine and would later be more fully elaborated by 
Thomas Aquinas. 
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In the Proslogion, Anselm presents us with the 
famous “ontological argument** with which his 
name is so closely linked. We may, he says, start 
with no more than the commonly accepted idea of 
what we mean when we use the term God, namely 
a being than which no greater can be thought. This, 
he says, is a point of departure available even to the 
fool who, according to scripture, denies the exist¬ 
ence of God. Such a being, then, can be said to 
exist in the mind. But to exist actually is more 
perfect than to exist in the mind. To deny the 
actual existence of God, then, is both to affirm 
actual existence - because it is of God, than whom 
there is nothing more perfect, that we are speaking 
and to deny it is to fall into foolish contradiction. 
If God then is to be truly the being than which 
nothing greater can be thought, he must exist in 
reality as well as in the mind. 

The argument of the I^oslcj^ion at once aroused 
controversy and to this day philosophers have not 
ceased to be sharply divided in their acceptance or 
rejection of its validity. The monk Gaunilo wrote 
a Book on behalf of the Fool attacking the vaHdity of 
the conclusion and pointing out that by similar 
argument one might establish the “existence** of 
anything, for instance of a most perfect island. Anr 
selm in his reply pointed out that only in the 
unique case of the most excellent of all beings docs 
the argument conclude and that only an infmite 
being can be conceived necessarily to exist. 

In the Middle Ages the Franciscans tended to 
accept the argument, though Scotus required that 
it be shown that the nature of God is not self- 
contradictory. Aquinas on the other hand rejected 
it. In modem times Descartes accepted the argu¬ 
ment; Leibniz, like Scotus, required the pos- 
sibihty of God to be accounted for ; and Kant 
rejected it. (j.g.d.) 

Antisthenes (r. 444 b.c. - c, 366 b.c.) was the son 
of an Athenian father and a Thracian mother, 
pupil of the rhetorician Gorgias, close friend of 
Socrates, aitic of Plato, and later held to be one 
of the prototypes of the Cynics. From the few 
fragments that survive from numerous writings, 
wc see the intertwinings of three threads: the 
Sophistic, the Socratic, and what was later to be¬ 
come Cynic. He held virtue to be self-sufficient for 


happiness. As knowledge necessitating moral action 
it could be taught, and once gained was unshake- 
able. Education begins with the study of the mean¬ 
ing of words. Words correspond directly with 
reality, and a proposition is either true or meaning¬ 
less, contradiction and false statement being im¬ 
possible. But practical ethics are stressed rather 
than great learning. Although not an ascetic, An¬ 
tisthenes especially condemned luxury (wealth and 
external goods being unimportant), for a man 
should be rich in his soul. Virtue should be com¬ 
bined with exertion, which yielded the only im¬ 
portant pleasure. Hercules was the ideal example of 
this. Estabhshed laws, convention, birth, sex, race, 
were unimportant in comparison with the law of 
virtue, by which the state should be governed. 
Although many of his views are clearly Socratic, 
the ancients asserted that his importance lay in 
giving the impulse through Diogenes to the way 
of life later called Cynic, and it is likely that 
Stoicism too was influenced by his practical ethics. 

(I.G.K.) 

A posteriori, see A priori. 

A priori is a Latin phrase meaning “from what 
comes before**, contrasted with a posteriori, “from 
what comes after**. These terms were introduced 
in the late scholastic period to translate two techni¬ 
cal phrases in Aristotle*s theory of knowledge. 
Aristotle distinguished what is prior in the order 
of nature or more fundamental from what is prior 
in the order of discovery or known to us first. 
There are many truths, such as tliat fire bums or 
that water will not flow uphill, that we know from 
experience before we are able to explain why they 
should be so. Until wc discover their causes our 
knowledge of them must be said to be empirical 
and not truly scientific. An a posteriori argument 
was an argument from observed effects to un¬ 
known causes; for, though the eflfccts are known 
to us first, the causes are logically prior. An a priori 
argument was an argument from causes to effects 
or, since the relation of cause and effect was not 
sharply distinguished by Aristotle from that of 
logical ground and consequent, from ground to 
consequent. A priori arguments were held to pro¬ 
vide certain scientific knowledge as opposed to 
probable belief. 

From the seventeenth century, for example in 
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Descartes and Leibniz, a priori came to mean 
“universal, necessary and wholly independent of 
experience”. The term a posteriori fell into disuse 
and a priori is now usually contrasted with “em¬ 
pirical” i.e. depending on experience. The term a 
priori is now used of(i) arguments, (2) propositions 
and (3) ideas. 

(1) An a priori argument is one in which the con¬ 
clusion follows deduaively from the premises, as 
for example in a mathematical proof. If the pre¬ 
mises are true and the argument valid, no experience 
is needed to confirm the conclusion and no ex¬ 
perience could refute it. By contrast, an argument 
from experience (empirical, inductive, or probable 
argument) is one in which the conclusion, however 
strongly supported by the premises, is not necessi¬ 
tated by them. For example, if we argue that it will 
rain somewhere in England next January, on the 
grounds that no January has been known to pass 
without some rain, this argument, though weighty 
is not conclusive. There might be a January 
without rain even though there never has been 
one. Since Hume it has been generally believed 
that all natural science contains an empirical cle¬ 
ment and therefore cannot be a priori. 

(2) An a priori proposition is one which (it is 
claimed) is independent of experience, except in so 
far as experience is necessary for understanding its 
terms. Thus we know a priori that a whole is equal 
to the sum of its parts; for, once we understand the 
terms involved, we sec that this is universally and 
necessarily true and that no experience could 
refute it. 

(3) Empiricist philosophers - so called because 
they tend to emphasise the role of experience in 
knowledge at the expense of a priori elements - 
have sometimes held that all ideas aic derived from 
experience. We can (they say) have no idea unless 
we have cither come across an instance of it, as in 
the case of “red” or “horse”, or fabricated it, as in 
the case of “dragon”, out of elements that we have 
come across. There arc, however, some ideas of 
great importance in philosophy, the origin of 
which it is difficult to explain in this way. Among 
them arc the ideas of substance (thing), cause, exist¬ 
ence, cquahty, likeness and difference. Of these it 
is claimed that, so far from their being derived 
from experience, we could have no experience 
without them. This is not to say that we arc bom 


equipped with these ideas, but rather that they arc 
presupposed by our being able to have any 
experience at all. (Plato’s Meno and Leibniz’s 
New Essays on the Human Understanding arc classic 
expositions of this doctrine, sometimes called the 
doctrine of Innate Ideas. For the empiricist view 
see Locke and Hume.) 

Synthetic a priori propositions: it is clear that all 
analytic propositions arc a priori. If “bachelor” 
means “unmarried man” we need investigate no 
particular cases to satisfy ourselves of the truth of 
the proposition “No bachelor is married”. But the 
question whether any 83mthetic proposition can 
be known a priori is one of the most important and 
difficult in philosophy. The Rationalists believed 
that the fundamental principles of science could, 
hke those of logic and pure mathematics, be known 
a priori. Hume argued (in effect) that the prin¬ 
ciples of logic and pure mathematics were indeed 
a priori, but only because they were analytic. But 
all knowledge of matters of fact, both common 
sense and scientific, depended, he argued, on such 
causal principles as that every event must have a 
cause and that like causes must have like effects. He 
claimed to show that these principles are synthetic, 
cannot be known a priori and must be derived 
from experience. 

Kant saw the force and the sceptical tendency 
of Hume’s argument and devoted his most impor¬ 
tant book, the Critique of Pure Reason, to estabhsh- 
ing the possibility and scope of a priori knowledge. 
He held that such knowledge was possible in math¬ 
ematics (which he did not regard as analytic) and in 
physics. With regard to metaphysics he agreed sub¬ 
stantially with Hume, but he also undertook to 
show how it is that men necessarily continue to ask 
metaphysical questions which it is impossible for 
them to answer. 

In this century the logical positivists and 
many philosophers influenced by them follow 
Hume in denying the possibility of synthetic a 
priori knowledge. The most dif&cult problem for 
them concerns the status of pure mathematics. 
Mathematical statements are usually regarded as 
analytic; very few philosophers would now follow 
J. S. Mill in regarding them as synthetic generaliza¬ 
tions from experience which have exceptionally 
good backing but might, nevertheless, not be 
universally true. Recently, however, the possibility 
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of synthetic a priori knowledge has been much 
discussed, partly owing to doubts about the validity 
of the distinction between analytic and synthetic, 
and the issue cannot be regarded as closed. Al¬ 
though they do not use this terminology, some¬ 
thing akin to synthetic a priori knowledge plays 
an important part in the philosophy of the 
Phenomenologists. (p.h.n.-s.) 

Aquinas, Thomas (c. 1225-1274), canonized 1323. 
He was bom about 1225 at Roccasecca near Aquino 
on the northern border of the ancient Kingdom 
of Sicily, of a Lombard family kin to Frederick II 
and distinguished in his service. He proceeded from 
Monte Cassino to the University of Naples where 
he entered the Dominicans, studied under Albert 
the Great at Cologne and at Paris where he grad¬ 
uated and lectured for two periods as Master before 
and after a nine years* appointment as adviser to 
the Papal Court. A large man, decided and calm, 
patrician yet modest, he enjoyed the affection even 
of his adversaries. He died at Fossanova, not far 
from his birthplace, on his way to the Second 
Council of Lyons, 1274. Ninety-eight items are 
listed in the catalogue of his works; some run into 
several fohos. Proclaimed Doctor of the Church 
in 1567, he is the classical systematic theologian of 
Catholicism. 

In 1879, Leo XIII inaugurated the revival of 
Thomist philosophy, now an important intellectual 
movement, not narrowly clerical. It has to be 
lifted out of his wider interests expressed in his 
two testoments of theological synthesis, the earlier 
Summa contra Gentiles and the Summa Theologica 
(or Theologiae) of his maturity. To what extent the 
result can be appreciated vathout reference to the 
witness of Christianity is a matter of some dispute: 
the Dominicans, who can be presumed to be his 
genuine heirs, insist that it is rationally consistent 
and sufficient, also not committed to a medieval 
reading of the world, though determined by the 
period when the main body of Aristotle's vsrrit- 
ings was entering western Europe, at first across 
the Spanish frontier with Islam, afterwards from 
Byzantium. 

According to tradition he set his colleague, the 
Flemish Dominican, William of Moerbeke (1215- 
1286), to provide fresh translations from the Greek 
into Latin. His effort was to get back to the 


original. Aristotle’s philosophy could otherwise 
scarcely be separated from the contributions of the 
great Arab thinkers, notably Avicenna and 
Averroes. It was mingled with Neo-Platonist 
strains inherited from Augustine, Proclus, Diony¬ 
sius, and Boethius. His expositions De Divinis 
Nominibus and De Causis and his treatise De 
Suhstantiis Separatis show that he was critically 
aware of these; his polemical pieces De Vnitatc 
Intellectus and De Aeternitate Mundi do the same 
with the opposite tendency of making Aristotle 
uncongenial to Christian convictions. 

The so-called baptism of Aristotle, however, 
was no mere surface rcconcihation. Aquinas meant 
to take the philosophical arguments to their deep¬ 
est level, not to amass materials which might be 
fitted into the existing theological framework. He 
pressed the distinction between potentiaUty and 
actuality to the core of reality itself, and the old 
problem of the One and the Many turned into the 
creation by esse subsistens of all existents. He showed 
that a universal and particular Providence fol¬ 
lowed from knowing and loving at their best. He 
defended immortality without diminishing the 
doctrine that the soul is essentially embodied. If he 
borrowed from Aristotle he certainly made capital 
gains. 

His predecessors and most of his contemporaries, 
such as the Franciscan Bonaventura and the Eng¬ 
lish Dominican Robert Kilwardby, though well 
capable of sustained scientific inquiry, drew no 
clear distinction between their reflections on a 
historical and revealed religion and a philosophy 
which could be its own warrant. He himself calls 
for careful interpretation on the relations between 
Reason and Faith - or, let us say, any extra- 
rational way of knowledge. There arc two ex¬ 
tremes, neither of which do justice to the balance 
he struck. On the one hand he was not a special 
pleader who treated rational investigation as merely 
ancillary to religious belief; on the otlier he never 
countenanced a practical separation between them, 
indeed he fought such a split when it widened into 
the celebrated Double Truth theory associated 
with Siger of Brabant and the Latin Averroists. 
He was a thoroughgoing rationalist who was also 
a saint in love with God; yet he was an integrated 
character and the two went together. He was not 
content with his rationalism, but never thought 
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that the appeal to authority could serve as a substi¬ 
tute. 

The cine is found in his notion of subordination 
without subservience. The world is composed of 
real things which act as true causes, that is, prin¬ 
ciples and goals of activity, not merely instru¬ 
ments or occasions. All the same, because they are 
in themselves they are not of themselves, because 
they arc complete so far as they go they are not 
exclusive. Hence to be truly wise about them, and 
more than narrowly scientific, we must see them 
in the light of the First Cause. 1 heir own proper 
interest is not thereby suppressed; their value is 
more than relative and symbolic. Creatures arc 
real; according to his terminology, they are at once 
secondary and principal. Moreover they interaa 
and are dependent on one another. By a judicious 
use of analogy, which is treated as a law of being 
rather tlian an artifice of logical classification or 
literary metaphor, the mind can range at large and 
from its environment discover truth beyond its 
experience. His Hellenic spirit of disinterested in¬ 
quiry, his quality of looking at things both in 
themselves and as connected makes his philosophy 
so comprehensive and rich: it may be compared 
to his picture of the commonwealth where parts 
arc not subjected like slaves but converse together 
in true polity. 

The patterning of meanings is an idle exercise 
unless rooted in reality, and his power of detailed 
analysis does not make him lose sight of individual 
and personal substance. This is particularly evident 
in his psychological and moral philosophy. Science 
is the tested knowledge of conclusions in principles, 
of effects in causes, and the philosophical sciences 
difier from the particular sciences in that they do 
not stay with the proximate causes at work but 
seek reasons more universal, yet not on that ac¬ 
count more summary. He does not fall into the 
philosophism of deducing facts from reasons, or 
of treating the specialist sciences as applications of 
metaphysics. 

His exposition of Boethius’ De Trinitate dis¬ 
tributes the philosophical disciplines. Logic, which 
runs through them all, is direaly the study, not of 
real objects, but of scientific method and the mental 
construaions, entia rationis^ we place on our ex¬ 
perience. The bent towards truth considered in 
itself or towards the doing or making of something 
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differentiates theoretical and practical philosophy. 
Theory isolates what is general and constant in 
individual and changing facts, and theoretical phi¬ 
losophy may be conveniently grouped according 
to the three degrees of abstraction. First, Natural 
Philosophy engages objects which not only exist 
in material processes but cannot be understood 
without reference to them. Second, Mathematical 
Philosophy, while considering the implications of 
quantity, needs no such appeal to the sensible 
world. Third, Metaphysical Philosophy reaches 
beyond the material world because its objects are 
cither non-material, for instance, God, or not ot 
necessity material, for instance, substantial unity. 
His Natural Philosophy treats of inanimate and ot 
animate bodies, and corresponds to the topics of 
Aristotle’s Physics and De Anima, Mathematical 
Philosophy is treated only in passing. His Meta¬ 
physical Philosophy covers what is now called 
Epistemology, General Metaphysics, and 
Natural Theology. So much for theory. As for 
practice, the chief science is Moral Philosophy, 
which includes personal ethics, economics (in the 
Aristotclean sense), and politics. 

These headings may serve for a general outline 
of the parts of his philosophy, remembering that 
they arc not set in separate compartments. A poet 
and on occasion a writer of distinguished prose, 
the general run of his expository style is curt and 
repetitive: sometimes the sparse vocabulary con¬ 
ceals the variety of the ideas and the delicacy of the 
distinctions. Many of his works were dictated to or 
written up by secretaries. 

He completed a commentary on the Posterior 
Analytics and began one on the De hiterpretationc. 
He observed the Aristotelian logic which had been 
worked acutely for a century or more. Typical 
examples of his discourse are found in his academic 
debates. These fall into two classes, the Quaestiottes 
Disputatae (the chief being De Potentia, De Malo, 
De Spiritualibus Creaturis, and De Veritate) which in 
the main report his serialised discussions during a 
teaching-course, and the Quaestiones QuodlibetaleSt 
or chosen questions for special occasions. His gen¬ 
eral dialectic begins from induction and proceeds 
deductively either a posteriori for discovery (vw 
inventiouis) or a priori for assessment {via judicii). 

It was his welcome to Aristotle’s natural and 
meuphysical philosophy which scandalised some 
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of his contemporaries. Declining the Neoplaton¬ 
ism, so attractive to a religious thinker, of contem¬ 
plating the Ideas apart from this shadow world, 
he saw them emlx^ed here and now about us. 
His thought, like Aristotle’s, was stamped by the 
existing reality of Nature, and it would be im¬ 
possible to enumerate here all the issues where his 
stand is not that of an other-worldling. 

Substance and accidents (not to be confused with 
noumenon and phenomena) are the first categories 
of the material world. Substance is being able to 
exist in itself, the accidents are inhering realities, 
such as being quantified, qualified, related. Material 
processes arc shaped by the four causes - final, 
efficient, material and formal. All activity has a 
purpose or end, finis, but Thomas’s teleological 
reading of the universe is not the eighteenth-cen¬ 
tury Argument from Design writ large: the final¬ 
ity within the acting thing is immanent, not im¬ 
posed. The efficient cause, agens, is the producer; 
he maintains that things are true originators, not 
merely conditions of action. The material cause, 
the basic potential subject, and the formal cause, 
the actual determinant, are intrinsic and essential 
to the efifect. All material substances are composed 
of matter, materia prima, and form, forma substarh- 
tialis. Bare matter so conceived is not the ultimate 
atomic or infra-atomic point which can be cal¬ 
culated or recorded by scientific apparatus, but the 
substantial potentiahty common to all material 
things which arc formed differently in number, 
degree, and kind under the action of secondary 
causes. He wrote commentaries on the Physics and 
De Coelo et Murtdo of Aristotle and a treatise De 
Principiis Mundi. Like Aristotle he accepts both 
being and becoming, and refuses to say with 
Parmenides that reality is immobile or with 
Heraditns that all is flux. 

He commented on De Anima, De Sensu et Sen^ 
sato, and De Memoria et Reminiscentia. The tang 
of reahty infuses his psychology, which is 1cm a 
study of consciousness than of living, and chiefly 
human, substance and activity. The Matter-Form 
distinction is uncompromisingly applied: the soul 
is the substantial form of the body. By one and the 
same actuality man is a bodily, vegetative, sensi¬ 
tive, and inteUective being. He is not a spirit in¬ 
habiting a body, but a single substance with it, and 
this psychophysical unity is hardily defended des¬ 


pite the difficulties it raises against the immor¬ 
tality of the soul. This is but one example of the 
continuity which enables Thomas to move so 
readily from one level to another. By his constant 
recognition of the individual he avoids the artifi¬ 
ciality of treating the psychological faculties as 
mannikins when he structurally classifies the hu¬ 
man abilities, habits, and activities. 

These arc twofold, cognitive and appetitive. As 
regards the psychology of knowledge, he adopts 
the Aristotelean dynamism; a power of abstrac¬ 
tion, intellectus agens, works on images developed 
by the senses and makes them actually intelligible; 
he differs from the Averroists in treating this as a 
power personal to each one of us. The foundations 
of knowledge are experimental. He does not accept 
innate ideas; evidence is lacking and Aristotle’s 
doctrine of ideas acquired from sensation meets 
the bill even for those who hold that the spring of 
intelligence is non-material. Similarly the opera¬ 
tions of will arc fused with emotion. That function 
of the will called free will, liberum arbitrium, cor¬ 
responds to our dehberation when we arc not con¬ 
fronted with an irresistible object. The phase of 
voluntary activity called choice, electio, is concerned 
with means to ends, not ends as such; in other 
words, liberty is not a creative absolute, but rather 
a versatility within limits. 

With respect to the so-called Problem of Know¬ 
ledge as presented from the days of Descartes, 
one is tempted to call Thomas a critical realist. The 
problem is by-passed rather than solved. Since he 
does not regard human concepts as objects of direct 
knowledge he never asks what are the tests to show 
their correspondence with extra-mental reality. 
That is given, not found by projecting the struc¬ 
ture of our language and logic. We may reflect 
on our concepts, but as such they are not set terms, 
but relations opening out to real objects. Truth 
and error come only with the judgment and its 
existential implication. Though our particular asso¬ 
ciations may be at fault, the fundamental affirma¬ 
tion of being, together with its necessary deriva¬ 
tives, cannot be validly contradicted. 

Let it be said at the outset of his general meta¬ 
physics, for vdiich some texts arc his exposition 
on Aristotle’s Metaphysics and on Boethius* De 
Hebdomadibus and hb tract De Ente et Essentia, that 
we are not offered an elaboration of quiddities or a 
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systematisation on the mathematical model. We 
are past matter and form, and the distinction bet¬ 
ween potentiality and actuality becomes that bet¬ 
ween essence and existence in finite things. This, 
his central thesis, does not mean that real existence 
is just an adventitious predicate to a constituted 
meaning, but that, within a real thing, that by which 
it is what it is docs not itself achieve complete 
reality. Only with God is such art-of-being, esse, 
identical with essence. 

Had he done nothing else but write a natural 
theology he would still have been among the 
giants. God is not the object of an intuition, but 
from a deeply considered acceptance of the world 
about us and without putting into our premises 
more than they contain, we can arrive at con¬ 
clusions, first, that God is, and next, that we can 
think profitably about him. 

The celebrated five ways, quinque viae^ some¬ 
times called the proofs for the existence of God, 
follow some general themes running through the 
universe, namely, change, dependence, contin¬ 
gency, limited perfection, and utiHty. Were they 
to extend to the whole or reaUty we should have 
no explanation of their presence. (He is well aware 
that a series of incidents can be indefinitely pro¬ 
longed, indeed he sees no rational demonstration 
against the world’s stretching endlessly into the 
past and future, but this does not detract from the 
need of transcending the series.) Hence he infers 
the changeless changer, the uncaused cause, the 
necessary being, the completely perfea, and the 
ultimate end - notions all of which combine in 
the nominal definition of God. 

He Who Is exceeds our classification of sorts of 
being, nevertheless we can say whar he is not by a 
process of elimination, via negationis. Furthermore, 
Thomas advances past the traditional negative 
theology by showing that we can think positively 
when we are dealing with unmixed values: to say 
that God is good means more than that he is not 
evil, even more than that he is the cause of the 
goodness we see about us. Goodness is more prop¬ 
erly his than ours, being taken to its highest 
strength, via eminentiae. The treatise on the Divine 
Names in the Summa Theologica (la. xiii) steers an 
exacting logical course between the extremes of 
agnosticism and anthropomorphism. 

If he did not start widi a sense of God’s presence 
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neither did he start with an ethical insight. Human 
activity is for the sake of happiness. In reality this 
beatitude is God, but he has to be discovered. If we 
are to find him then we should act appropriately. 
From this hypothetical imperative Thomas’s moral 
philosophy follows, which, since “ought” sup¬ 
poses “can”, is unintelligible apart from his psy¬ 
chological and theological teaching. He is an intel- 
lectualist in that he holds that happiness is grasped 
by an act of knowledge, and that prudence 
plays a paramount role in reaching it. Acting for 
pleasure, or even for love and for joy, is criticised 
as not getting to the philosophical heart of the 
matter. 

Moral acts, actus humanu are our deliberate ad¬ 
justments of means to an end itself beyond morals. 
Morality in the abstract is determined by what 
kind of act is performed, good, bad, or indilFerent; 
in the concrete the personal intention will be 
cither right or wrong. Circumstances must also be 
taken into account. Merely as a moral philosopher 
he may seem to add little to the eudemonianism 
and the typology of the virtues set forth in Aris¬ 
totle’s Nicomachean Ethics on which he wrote a 
commentary. Here he was but on the threshold of 
his heroic ideal of theological perfection, which 
makes his criticism of the Stoic standard of passion¬ 
less virtue all the more impressive. 

His synthesis on the nature and divisions of Law 
dominates his social philosophy. Law is a rational 
ordinance, not directly a manifestation of might; 
it is for the common good, and tliis means a com¬ 
munion of persons, not totalitarian advantage; in 
the human community it comes from the ruler 
who is the representative, not the owner of the 
people; and it must be promulgated. The Eternal 
Law in the mind of God is the exemplar of all law. 
It is impressed on human minds as the Natural 
Law, which is immutable in its principles though 
its derivative precepts may be variously developed 
according to region and period. Some deeds are 
good, therefore commanded; some evil, therefore 
forbidden - that is the test of where it applies. In 
contrast, though not in contradiction, stands the 
Positive Law; its precepts may sometimes rein¬ 
force the Natural Law, but as such they are not 
conclusions from it but rather pragmatic supple¬ 
ments to make the good life easier or safeguard the 
public order. They oblige in conscience, but here 
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the test is reversed; some deeds are commanded, 
therefore good; some forbidden, therefore evil. 
Thomas was the first to depart from the traditional 
view, formed by the Stoics and Augustine, that 
the civil power, like private property, was propter 
peccatumy a remedy against our anti-social appetites. 
He recovered AristotIc*s idea of the Sutc meeting 
the essential demands of human nature, which, he 
says, using two terms, is both social and political. 
“Social** may be taken to mean the moral require¬ 
ments of living together in community and society, 
“political** the constitutional forms that arc chosen. 
Human legislation should know its limits, and not 
seek to cover the whole field of morality, (t.g.) 


Aristippus of Cyrcnc in North Africa (r. 435-356 
B.c.) was one of the Socradc circle, a sophist, and 
the traditional founder of the Cyrenaic school of 
philosophy. While his life and views arc in 
harmony with its tenets, it is possible that these 
tenets were first systematically formulated by his 
grandson, also named Aristippus. 

He made the goal of his life the enjoyment of 
present pleasure, eschewing regret for the past and 
toil for the future. But happiness consisted in the 
prudent, intelligent control or mastery of such 
pleasure, not in slavery to it, nor in abstinence. 
Hence his famous remark on his association with 
his expensive mistress Lais: “I have Lais, not she 
me.** All acts were indifferent except in so far as 
they produced pleasure for the doer. Aristippus 
made his life the art of adapting himself to place, 
dme and person, and playing his part appropriately 
whatever the circumstances, a virtuosity he dis¬ 
played especially at the court of Dionysius of Syra¬ 
cuse. It was said of him that he alone could play the 
dandy or go in rags. He had in fact an extraordi¬ 
nary capacity for enjoyment combined with a 
great freedom from wants, a combinadon later to 
raise a difficult choice of ideals for his successors. 

(I.G.K.) 

Aristotle, (384-322 B.C.) was the son of a doctor 
of Stagira in northern Greece. For twenty years, 
from 367, he was a member of Plato*s Academy. 
When Plato died and Speusippus became head 
of the Academy, Aristotle left Athens and went 


fiirst to Assos (on the coast of Asia Minor) and then 
to Lesbos. About 342 he was invited by King 
Philip of Macedonia to go there to supervise the 
education of the King’s son, Alexander. A few 
years later he returned to Athens to found a new 
school, which became known as the Lyceum or 
Peripatos. The school flourished; but in 323 Aris¬ 
totle left Athens for political reasons and retired to 
Euboea. There he died in 322. 

Aristotle’s early wridngs were mostly intended 
for a general public. Written in a polished style 
(some in dialogue form), they were largely Plato¬ 
nic in outlook. These works were well known in 
antiquity but only fragments survive. The works 
which we possess are systematic treatises intended 
for serious students. These works had only a limited 
circulation in antiquity until texts were edited 
by Andronicus in the first century B.c. ; our text 
of Aristotle is based ultimately on Andronicus' 
edition, and so were all translations into Latin and 
Arabic. Aristotle’s treatises have a rather peculiar 
character, for they are in essence notes of or notes 
for lectures. A lecturer rehandles his material many 
times over the years and introduces second 
thoughts and new ideas, and his notes in their final 
form may contain parts written at very different 
dates and not always integrated into a smooth 
unity. Thus an Aristotelian treatise is not to be 
thought of as a work written, revised and published 
in a certain year, but rather as something that 
has been added to and altered over a period of 
years without perhaps ever receiving a final re¬ 
writing. Moreover what we count as a single trea¬ 
tise may really consist of several originally sepa¬ 
rate courses strung together by Andronicus or an 
earlier editor. All this makes the problem of the 
chronology of Aristotle’s writings very compli¬ 
cated and hence makes it difficult to give an account 
of how his thought changed or developed. These 
questions have been the subject of much valuable 
research in recent years but cannot be discussed 
here. This article will aim only at giving brief 
accounts of some of Aristotle’s id^ and providing 
a guide to some of his main works. 

It is worth saying a word about Aristotle’s ap¬ 
proach to philosophy. His very name suggests to 
some people the idea of a dogmatic system of rigid 
doctrines. This is a misleading idea. Aristotle’s 
manner is far from dogmatic: he is always re- 
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opening questions and admitting difficulties. Nor 
is his method dogmatic. He does not argue arrog¬ 
antly from premises laid down by him as self- 
evident. He considers carefully what his predeces¬ 
sors have said and what ordinary men say, he as¬ 
sumes that their divergent views will all have some 
element of truth in them, and he seeks to elicit 
reasonable solutions to problems by clarifying the 
issues and qualifying or refining the various in¬ 
consistent solutions that have been offered. Finally, 
it is a mistake to think that the philosophical value 
of his work must reside in his conclusions 
(or “doctrines”); it is his skill in analysis and his 
acuteness in argument quite as much as his positive 
conclusions which make him a very great philo¬ 
sopher. 

The following notes, necessarily superficial, will 
introduce some of the ideas which recur constantly 
in Aristotle: 

(i) Categories, Aristotle’s categories classify re¬ 
ality: everything that exists falls under one of them 
-is either a substance or a quality or a quantity or 
a relation etc. (Aristotle sometimes lists ten cate¬ 
gories, usually fewer). It is because items in differ¬ 
ent categories have irreducibly different sorts of 
being that terms like “is” and “one” which arc 
applicable in all categories arc in an important way 
ambiguous (compare the scholastic doctrine of 
transccndentalia). Inattention to this type of ambi¬ 
guity and to categorial distinctions had led, Aris¬ 
totle argued, to philosophical paradoxes. 

Substance is prior to all the other categories be¬ 
cause substances exist “separately” while qualities, 
etc., exist only as the qualities of substances. Indi¬ 
vidual substances (for example Socrates or this 
table) arc the subjects to which predicates belong 
and are not themselves predicates of anything else. 
Aristotle places in the category of substance not 
only individual substances but abo their species and 
genera (man, animal). For to say that Socrates is a 
man is not to mention some quality etc. which he 
has, but to say what he is. Moreover science, which 
studies reality and above all Aibstance, defmes and 
studies species not individuals. Yet of course species 
do not exist separately as individuals do. There is 
a deep difficulty in Aristotle’s thought here, which 
may be expressed by saying that his word ousia 
(literally “being”) docs duty both for our “sub¬ 
stance” and for our “essence”; Aristotle assigns to 


ousia incompatible characteristics, some of which 
really belong to individual substances, others to 
species or essences. 

{2) Form and Matter, A table is wood and glue put 
together in a certain way. Aristotle distinguishes as 
separate aspects of the tabic its matter (the wood 
and glue) and its form (how it is put together, its 
structure). Many of his central ideas - and of hb 
puzzles - arc connected with this distinction. 
(a) Form is immanent: the form of table exists only 
as the form of this table or that table, that is, as the 
form of certain matter. There is no separately exist¬ 
ing transcendental Platonic Form of Table (or 
indeed of Man or Justice), (b) Form or structure is 
normally determined by function. It is because of 
what it has to do that a table has a flat top and four 
legs. Form may in fact be identified with function: 
to say what a table is is to say what it docs or is for, 
(c) Matter is “for the sake of” form, not uice versa. 
If you want an axe - something for cutting down 
trees - you must of course use iron to make it; but 
there can be iron without there being an axe. So 
to state the form or function of something explains 
it far more than stating what it is made of; the 
form implies the appropriate matter in a way in 
which the matter does not imply the form, (d) Wood 
and glue, the matter of a table, are not matter in 
an absolute sense. In a piece of wood we can again 
draw a distinction between form and matter, since 
wood, hkc everything else, is made of earth, air, 
fire and water (or of some of these) combined in a 
certain way. Nor arc these four elements pure 
matter. They can change into one another. This 
implies a persistent underlying stuff capable of re¬ 
ceiving the form of earth, air, etc. but in itscis 
without any form or definite character. This if 
what Aristotle calls first (or “pnme”) matter^ a char¬ 
acterless substrate which never actually exists on 
its own but only in the form of earth, air etc. 
(e) Besides pressing the distinction of matter and 
form to the extreme concept of prime matter, 
Aristotle also uses it by analogy in quite different 
problems. Thus in the definition of a species he 
treats the genus as the matter and the differentia as 
the form: the genus is relatively indeterminate, the 
differentia gives its definite character to the species. 
This is typical of Aristotle’s way of extending the 
application of key concepts, - which adds a cer¬ 
tain unity to hb thought at the cost of some ob- 
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scurity. (/) So far form has been the correlative of 
matter, the form of some matter. Aristotle raises 
the question whether there can be form without 
matter and says that there can. But his forna* 
without-matter is very different from a Platonic 
Form. Cod is form without matter. 

(3) Actuality and Potentiality. A block of wood is 
potentially a statue, an acorn is potentially an oak; 
the completed statue and the mature oak are the 
actualisadons of those potentialities, (a) There is a 
close connection between the antithesis form-mat¬ 
ter and the antithesis actuality-potentiality. Matter 
is what has the potentiality of receiving form; 
form is what actualises the potentiality. So Aris¬ 
totle sometimes uses the two antitheses interchange¬ 
ably. {b) It is not any and every material that is 
capable of receiving a given form: an acorn cannot 
become an elm, wood cannot be made into an axe. 
What oaks come from and what axes are made of 
are particular questions to be answered by separate 
investigations. Aristotle does not think that they 
and all similar questions can be adequately an¬ 
swered simply by saying that actual so-and-so’s 
come from potential so-and-so’s; this is part of a 
quite general philosophical analysis of the notions 
of growth and change, (c) Aristotle argues that 
actuality is prior to potentiality in definition, value 
and time. The aau^ty has to be mentioned in a 
definition of the potentiality, but not vice versa. 
The actuality is the end for the sake of which the 
potentiality exists. And although an acorn exists 
before the oak it grows into, it is itself the product 
of some already existing mature oak: **for from 
the potentially existing the actually existing is al¬ 
ways produced by an actually existing thing, for 
example, man from man, musician b^ musician; 
there is always a first mover, and the mover al¬ 
ready exists actually”. (A table of course is not 
produced by a table; but it is produced by someone 
who already has the form of a table ”in mind”), 
(d) Since a potentiality implies the possibility of 
change to the actuality, which is better, there can 
be no element of potentiality in a perfect change¬ 
less being. 

(4) The Four **Causes*\ Aristotle holds that the 
full explanation of anything should say what it is 
made of (material cause), what it essentially is (for¬ 
mal cause), what brought it into being (efficient 
cause) and what its function or purpose is (final 


cause). The oddity of describing all these as causes 
is not to be held against Aristotle; “cause” is the 
traditional translation in this context of a Greek 
word of wider meaning. 

Aristotle holds that in a way the formal, efficient 
and final causes are identical. It is the essential 
nature of a table (formal cause) to subserve certain 
purposes (final cause), and it was the thought of 
those purposes in the carpenter’s mind that brought 
the table into being (efficient cause). It is the essen¬ 
tial nature of a horse to perform certain charac¬ 
teristic functions and exercise characteristic powers, 
and to do this, to live the life of a mature horse, is 
just what horses are for; and a horse is produced 
by horses, that is, creatures already exercising the 
functions of mature horses. 

It should be noticed that the notion of explana¬ 
tion by the four causes applies to things rather than 
events, is derived from reflection on the process of 
production (natural and articial), and implies a kind 
of universal teleology. 

(5) Classification of Sciences. A survey of Aristotle’s 
work in special frelds can conveniently be prefaced 
by an account of how he classifies the various 
branches of inquiry, a classification of considerable 
historical importance. His basic division is into 
theoretical, practical and productive sciences. Theo> 
retical science studies “what cannot be otherwise” 
and aims simply at truth. It can be subdivided into 
three main parts, distinguished by subject-matter: 
physics deals with things that exist separately but 
are liable to change, mathematics with things that 
are changeless but have no separate existence, “frnt 
philosophy” (metaphysics) with what both exists 
separately and is changeless. Practical sciences arc 
to do with “what can be otherwise” and arc ulti¬ 
mately aimed at action; the most important practi¬ 
cal sciences are ethics and politics. Productive 
sciences are concerned with making things. 

Logic is regarded by Aristotle not as a substan¬ 
tive part of philosophy but as ancillary to all parts. 
For it studies forms of reasoning and expression 
common to various subject-matters, and a grasp of 
it is pre-requisite for the student of any topic. This 
view of logic b reflected in the traditional name of 
Aristotle’s logical works - the “Organon” (that is, 
tool or instrument). 

(6) Logic, The Prior Analytics contains Aristotle’s 
great contribution to formal logic, his theory of 
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the syllogbm. This is 2 purely formal system of 
remarkable rigour but limited scope. The limita¬ 
tions arc that it handles only certain kinds of state¬ 
ment and that the inferences it studies are all in¬ 
ferences from two such statements to a third. The 
statements in a categorical syllogism all have one 
or other of the following forms: all A is B, no A 
is B, some A is B, some A is not B. Modal syllo¬ 
gisms bring in such forms as “all A may be B” and 
“all A must he B”. Aristotle works out all possible 
combinations of premises and conclusions, deter¬ 
mines which syllogisms are valid, and investigates 
some of the logical relations between different 
syllogisms. 

The Posterior Analytics contains Aristotle’s “logic 
of science”. His account of the form a completed 
science should take is much influenced by the model 
of geometry and rests on the view that there arc 
in nature “real kinds” whose essence we can know. 
A given branch of science is about some Umited 
class of objects. It starts from principles and axioms 
- some common to all sciences, some peculiar to 
this one - and from definitions of the objects being 
studied. It then demonstrates by syllogisms that 
certain properties necessarily belong to the objects 
in question. This seems remote from what scien¬ 
tists do, and indeed from what Aristotle does in 
his scientific works; but it must be remembered 
that it expresses an ideal for the exposition of a 
completed science rather than a programme for 
investigators. 

Two further points: (a) Aristotle is rejecting the 
notion, which he ascribes to Plato, of one grand 
comprehensive science; different sciences require 
different premises, (b) Aristotle uses the term 
translated “induaion” to explain how we get in¬ 
demonstrable starting points from which to make 
our deduction; but this is not induction in our 
sense. We are said, for example, to grasp the truth 
of the principle of contradiction (one of the princi¬ 
ples common to all sciences) by “induction”; this 
means simply that we are led on (“induced”) to 
recognise it as evidently true by noticing one or 
more instances of it. Aristotle gives a somewhat 
similar account of how we acquire concepts; having 
seen a number of men we are able to seize upon 
the nature common to them all. Grasping the 
universal, like grasping a universal truth, is a 
matter of direct apprehension not of inference. 


(7) Physics, The study o(physics, or nature, includes 
the study of hving things, but it will be convenient 
to treat Aristotle’s biology and psychology sepa¬ 
rately from his more general physical works. The 
Physics and connected works contain discussion 
and analysis of such concepts as nature, change, 
chance, time, place, continuity, infinity, growth; 
proofs that movement is eternal and that there is 
an eternal Prime Mover; and much doctrine as to 
the actual constitution and workings of the uni¬ 
verse. What Aristotle has to say on this last subject 
is naturally out-of-date (and would not now be 
regarded as in a philosopher’s province). His ana¬ 
lyses of concepts are often subtle and illuminating 
but cannot be usefully suxnmarised. His treatment 
of movement and continuity led him to reject as 
senseless, questions about the velocity (or direction) 
of a moving body at a given point (of space or 
time); this had unfortunate effects on the study of 
dynamics. 

The argument for a Prime Mover starts from 
Aristotle’s conception of change and causation. 
There could not be an absolutely first (or last) 
change. For since change implies pre-existing 
matter (or potentiality) and a pre-existing efficient 
cause to impose form on the matter (to actualise 
the potentiality), there must have existed before a 
supposed first change something capable of being 
changed and something capable of causing change. 
But then to explain why these potentialities (for 
being changed and for causing change) were actu- 
alised at a certain time, and not before, we must 
assume some actual change just prior to that time, 
that is, a change before the supposed first change. 
Change therefore, or movement, must be etern^. 
But how is eternal change to be explained? Not 
by the assumption that there is something eternally 
self-moving. The very term “self-mover” is mis¬ 
leading. For the concept of movement or change 
demands that we distinguish in a “self-mover” one 
part which causes change and another which under¬ 
goes it. We must therefore assume the existence 
of a being itself unmoved which can somehow cause 
eternal movement. This Prime Mover, eternal, 
changeless and containing no element of matter or 
unrealised potentiality, keeps the heavenly bodies 
moving and maintains the eternal life of the uni¬ 
verse. Theology will have something more to say 
about its nature and mode of operation. 
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(8) Biology. If Aristotle’s work on physics suffers 
from a lack of experiment and observation, the 
same caimot be said of his biology. He collected a 
vast amount of information about living creatures 
and, in spite of some fundamental errors, was better 
informed on the subject than most of his successors 
until comparatively recent times. He recognised 
that theories must wait upon facts; after giving a 
theory about the generation of bees he says: “the 
facts have not been sufficiently ascertained”. And if 
at any future time they are ascertained, “then 
credence must be given to the direct evidence of 
the senses more than to theories”. 

Two of Aristotle’s important contributions arc 
connected with classification and with teleological 
explanation. He achieved valuable systematic clas¬ 
sifications of animal Ufe, rejecting what he re¬ 
garded as an inadequate Platonic method - the 
method of dichotomy - and employing multiple 
differentiae to distinguish the main classes of crea¬ 
ture. He thought of the various species as eternal 
and not evolved from other species, but as capable 
of being arranged in a scale leading from the 
lowest and least developed to the highest and most 
complex. 

Aristotle regards teleological explanation as the 
essence of the biologist’s work: the explanation of 
material structure in terms of function. Nature, the 
perfea craftsman, does nothing in vain; and the 
true explanation of the characteristics of a species 
must show how they serve some purpose in rela¬ 
tion to the Ufe of the members of the species. 
Aristotle’s teleology is nothing to do with one 
species subserving riie interests of another, it is to 
do with each species in itself. The job of an embryo 
is to become a mature animal, Uve its proper Ufe 
and reproduce itself; and its parts and character¬ 
istics are to be explained as contributing to these 
ends. “For any Uving thing that has reached its 
normal development... the most natural act is 
the production of another like itself, an animal 
producing an animal, a plant a plant, in order that, 
as far as its nature allows, it may partake in the 
eternal and divine. That is the goal towards which 
all things strive, that for the sake of which they do 
whatsoever their nature renden possible.” 

(9) Psychology. The word **psyche\ commonly 
translated “sold”, really has a wider meaning; 
plants as well as animals hxve psyche, they are living. 


Living things can be ordered according to the 
complexity of their powers. Some (plants) have 
only the power of nutrition and reproduction; 
others have also the power of perception, desire 
and movement; men have in addition the power 
of thought. Aristotle’s main discussion of these 
various psychical functions is in the De Anima, 
which also contains his general account of soul and 
its relation to body. 

A dead man, a body without a soul, is not strictly 
a man at all, for it lacks just those powers the 
possession of which defines what it is to be a man. 
A man (and any animal or plant) is a body-with- 
soul; and the relation between body and soul is the 
relation of matter to form. Soul is the form of 
body, as sight is the form of the eye (“when seeing 
is removed the eye is no longer an eye, except in 
name - it is no more a real eye chan the eye of a 
statue”). Sold, the power of Ufe, cannot exist in 
any and every body (form requires appropriate 
matter); it is only a body widi suitable organs 
which can possess Ufe. Such a body is potentially a 
Uving animal or plant; soul is the actuality of such 
a body. This important conclusion (which is closer 
to Ryle than to Descartes), enables Aristotle to 
dismiss the question whether soul and body form 
a unity: “this is as meaningless as to ask whether 
the wax and the shape given to it by the stamp arc 
one, or generally the matter of a thing and that of 
which it is the matter. Unity has many senses .. . 
but the most proper and fundamental sense ... is 
the relation of an actuaUty to that of which it is the 
actuaUty”. On this general view to talk of a psy¬ 
chological activity is to talk not of the activity of 
an immaterial substance inside a body but of the 
actual functioning of a Uving body; and Aristotle’s 
accounts of psychological concepts always bring 
in the relevant physical and physiological facts. 

Aristotle allows one exception to the rule that 
soul is the form or actualisation of body. The ac¬ 
tivity of nous (pure intuitive thought) does not 
depend on body and may therefore exist separately 
firom it. His doctrine on this point is exceedingly 
obscure, and it is disputed whether he attributes 
some sort of immortaUty to the nous in the indi¬ 
vidual human soul. In general his account of soul 
dissolves the question of personal immortaUty as 
effectively as that of the unity of body and soul. 

(10) Metaphysics. Aristotle expresses two views 
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about “first philosophy” (the name “metaphysics” 
was given by an editor to the treatise on first philo¬ 
sophy because it came after - meta - the Physics 
in his edition). One view, already mentioned, is 
that it is the study of changeless, separable sub¬ 
stance, that is, theology. The other is that it is not 
a departmental science dealing with a particular 
kind of being, but that it studies being as such, to¬ 
gether with concepts (for example, unity, identity) 
and principles (for example, the law of contra¬ 
diction) which are common to all departmental 
sciences. Aristotle is not very successful in recon¬ 
ciling these two views. Most of the Metaphysics is 
metaphysics in the wider sense - as a brief synopsis 
of the work will show. 

In Book I Aristotle surveys and criticises the 
views of his predecessors on the ultimate principles 
of reality in order to confirm his own view that 
there are four and only four different kinds of 
“cause”. Book III develops a number of problems 
further discussed later. Book IV discusses the law 
of contradiction and the law of excluded middle 
(without trying to prove them). Book V is a lexicon 
of important philosophical terms, various senses of 
each being discriminated. Books VII and VIII 
discuss substance and wrestle with the notions of 
essence, genus, universal, substrate, form, etc. The 
next books treat of actuality and potentiality, unity, 
plurality and similar notions. Book XII contains 
Aristotle’s theology. Books XIII and XIV discuss 
and reject certain views held in the Academy about 
immaterial substance: there are no such things as 
Platonic Ideas or Ideal Numbers, and mathematical 
objects are not substances. 

Only Book XII can be further discussed here. 
In it Aristotle argues again (as in the Physics) that 
there must be an eternal, immaterial Prime Mover 
- which he now calls “God”. God, himself not 
susceptible of movement, causes movement as an 
object of desire and love. His life is perpetual 
activity -- aaivity being perfect and complete in 
every moment and not, like movement, a process. 
The only sort of activity which can be ascribed to 
God is pure thought, uninterrupted intuitive 
knowledge of the highest object of knowledge, 
God liimself. “It must be of itself that the divine 
thought thinks (since it is the most excellent of 
things), and its thinking is a thinking about 
thinking”. 


The outer heavens and the planets are animate 
beings moved by a desire to imitate the eternal 
activity of God; the outer heaven comes nearest by 
its single continuous spatial movement. In nature 
as a whole there is something similar: the processes 
of birth, growth and reproduction maintain for¬ 
ever the life of the various species. But of course 
plants and animals are not consciotdsly imitating God 
(except that man, possessing reason, may do so), 
nor is God aware of or concerned about them. 

lo) Ethics. The Nicomachean Ethics is certainly one 
of the best books ever written on the subject. It is 
rich in analysis of moral and psychological con¬ 
cepts, and in ingenious arguments. The following 
account will indicate the main lines of the work: 

(i) The good life. “Good” is not, Aristotle argues, 
the name of a single quality. Different kinds of 
thing are called good for different reasons: an axe 
is a good one if it cuts efficiently, eyes are good if 
they see well. To decide what is the best life for 
man one must ask what arc the proper functions 
of a man (as cutting is the function of an axe); a 
good man will be one who performs those func¬ 
tions excellently, and his will be the good life. 
Now the function of something is what it alone can 
do or what it can do better than anything else. 
Man is distinguished from other animals by his 
power of thought. So the functions of a man - the 
effective performance of which will make him a 
good man - are those of his activities which in¬ 
volve thought and which therefore he does not 
share with other animals. Man’s possession of rea¬ 
son shows itself not only in his ability to think, but 
also in his ability to control by thought and princi¬ 
ple his desires and conduct; so the virtues of the 
good man will be not only intellectual but also 
moral or ethical (that is, virtues of character, ethos). 

(ii) Moral virtue. Moral virtues, like skills, are 
acquired by practice. A man becomes generous by 
being trained or habituated to do the things a gen¬ 
erous man would do. He has himself become 
generous when he has acquired a settled disposition 
of character so that he now docs such things regu¬ 
larly, gladly and without ulterior motive. The 
“gladly” is important; it helps Aristotle to argue 
that the virtuous Ufe is pleasant. His ideal is the man 
who always docs what he ought because he wants 
to; the presence of a moral struggle, the need to 
conquer desires - these are signs of imperfection. 
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Moral virtue is concerned with feelings and ac¬ 
tions, and in these there can bv too much, too 
little, or the right amount, “the mean”. Virtue is a 
matter of striking the mean between opposite vices: 
generosity lies between meanness and prodigality. 
The mean involved is not an arithmetical average, 
it is the mean “relative to us”, that is, it is what is 
appropriate to a man. There are no simple rules for 
deciding what is appropriate; it is the possession 
of phronesis (“practical wisdom”) which enables a 
man to hit the mean. This doctrine of the mean is 
more famous than it deserves to be. Aristotle ad¬ 
mits to difficulty in bringing all virtues and vices 
into his scheme. More important, that virtue is not 
just a matter of the right amount is implied by 
Aristotle’s own words: "... anger and pity ... 
may be felt both too much and too little, and in 
boA cases not well; but to feel them at the right 
times, with reference to the right people, with the 
right motive, and in the right way, is what is inter¬ 
mediate and best, and this is characteristic of vir¬ 
tue”. The doctrine of the mean, in fact, contains 
little positive moral teaching and is inadequate if 
considered as simply analysis of vice-virtue con¬ 
cepts. 

Supplementary discussions consider responsibil¬ 
ity and choice. Aristotle acutely analyses the con¬ 
ditions under which responsibility can be dis¬ 
claimed, and reduces these to two - duress and 
ignorance of material facts. Choice he finds to 
involve deliberation and desire: our desires and 
character determine our ends, we deliberate about 
the means by which we may reach these ends. 

(iii) Intellectual virtue: practical wisdom. This 
intellectual virtue enables a man to get the right 
answers to practical questions of conduct. It in¬ 
volves skill in deliberation but also presupposes the 
possession of moral virtue. For to have the right 
aims is a matter of moral virtue - character 
determines ends. Moral goodness and practical 
wisdom are in fact inseparable, each involving the 
other in its definition. 

Three further points abbut practical wisdom 
may be noted. Firstly, Aristotle no longer concen¬ 
trates exclusively on the means-end kind of de- 
Uberation. One may see something to be right not 
as being a means to a future goal but as falling 
under some moral principle. The means-end termi¬ 
nology common in Aristotle is indeed inadequate 


to his own account of the good fife: the aim of the 
good man is not to achieve some future goal but to 
five weU all through his life. Secondly, though 
Aristotle gives simple examples of deliberation, he 
does not underestimate the complexity of practical 
questions or suppose they can be settled easily. To 
appreciate all the factors in a situation and to 
weigh their various claims one must have an ex¬ 
perienced eye for what matters. Age and training 
are what count here, not mere cleverness. Thirdly, 
Aristotle does not suppose that deliberation pre¬ 
cedes every action (or every right action). But the 
man of practical wisdom would be able afterwards 
to justify what he did by reference to ends or 
principles. Before passing from practical to theo¬ 
retical wisdom Aristotle has important discussions 
of akrasia (knowing what one ought to do but not 
doing it) and of pleasure, its nature and value. 

(iv) Intellectual virtue: theoretical wisdom. This 
intellectual virtue is wisdom about “what cannot 
be otherwise”. It involves intuitive knowledge of 
unprovablc starting-points (concepts and truths) 
and demonstrative knowledge of what follows 
from them. This virtue, Aristotle argues, is the 
highest that man can have: it is to do with the 
highest objects and it is the virtue of the divine part 
of man’s soul (for no activity but that of pure 
thought can be attributed to God). The Hfe of 
theoretical philosophy is the best and happiest a 
man can lead. Few men are capable of it (and they 
only intermittently). For the rest there is a second- 
best way of life, that of moral virtue and practical 
wisdom. 

It is striking how Aristotle, starting from the 
question what is man’s nature and his function as 
a man, ends by finding his highest and most proper 
activity in the imitation of God through the exercise 
of pure reason, the spark of divinity in him. 

(12) Politics, In the Politics Aristotle seeks to ex¬ 
plain the nature and purpose of a state (a city-state) 
and so to discover what constitution and laws 
would be the best. Further, since poHtics is a branch 
of practical inquiry, Aristotle not only expounds 
an ideal constitution but also makes sensible sug¬ 
gestions as to how actual cities of various kinds 
could best be run. The main philosophical interest 
of the work is in its analysis of political concepts 
(“state”, “citizen”, “law” etc). 

(13) Poetics. This work must just be mentioned 
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(though it cannot be discussed) because of the enor¬ 
mous - not wholly beneficial - influence it has had 
in the past both on the writing of drama and on 
theories of aesthetics. (j.i.A.) 

Atomism. The atomic theory of the nature of the 
world was £rst stated by Leucippus and was elabo¬ 
rated by his associate Democritus in die fifth cen¬ 
tury B.c. ; it was restated by Epicurus in a slightly 
modified form; the fullest ancient version still 
available is that of Lucretius in his poem De 
Rerum Natura winch is based on Epicurus. It is 
common to regard ancient atomism as a meta¬ 
physical speculation, in contrast with modem 
science; but if we distinguish the general atomic 
hypothesis from its application by the ancients to 
particular problems we see that its main signifi¬ 
cance is as the first conceptual scheme making 
possible the pursuit of empirical science. 

In stating the theory of atomism Leucippus and 
Democritus were continuing the tradition of the 
Ionian philosopher-scientists; but they were ac¬ 
quainted with the criticisms urged by Parmenides 
and Zeno of Elea against earlier physical specula¬ 
tion and their theory was designed to meet this 
criticism. They started from the principle that 
nothing comes into existence from nothing or is 
reduced to nothing - the equivalent of a denial of 
creation and affirmation of the conservation of 
matter; Democritus, though probably not Leu¬ 
cippus. also mainuined that everything happens 
from some cause and in accordance >vith immut¬ 
able principles, being the first man of whom we 
know to state this basic presupposition of scientific 
inquiry. 

The world consists both of what is, the solid, the 
atoms, and of what is not, the empty, the void; in 
saying that what is not is the atomists are merely 
stating the reality of the void in technical language. 
The void is infinite in extent; the atoms are also 
infinite in number; according to Democritus the 
atoms are also infinite in variety of shapes and 
sizes, though all are too small to be perceptible, 
whereas Epicurus held that the variety of shapes 
and size is inconceivably great but not infinite. The 
atoms are of finite size, they are not geometrical 
points; they are called atoms because they are 
physically indivisible though from a geometrical 


point of view they have parts. SoHdity, size, shape 
and, in some versions, weight, arc the only proper¬ 
ties of atoms; they do not differ in quality and 
they have no colour, smell, taste, warmth or cold. 
It should be noted that so conceived they have only 
the measurable, mechanically relevant properties 
which Locke was to call primary qualities. 

Beyond the atoms and the void there is nothing, 
and these are eternally changeless except in their 
spatial relationships. “Sweet and bitter, warmth 
and cold are appearance; in reality there are the 
atoms and the void” said Democritus. In more 
modem language, everything has to be explained 
in terms of atoms - their relative positions and ar¬ 
rangements, their shape, their size and their mo¬ 
tions. Thus the apparent coming into being and 
annihilation of objects is to be explained in the 
terms of the forming and dissolution of groups of 
atoms. Many of the attempts to provide such ex¬ 
planations were inevitably crude, but we must not 
confuse the crudity of the attempt with the sophis¬ 
tication of the methodological principle; thus white 
colour was explained in terms of the smoothness 
of the atoms composing the object and an acrid 
smell in terms of the jagged shape of the atoms 
given off to reach the nose. It is interesting to note 
that Democritus was fully aware of the philo¬ 
sophical difficulties that are raised by rejecting the 
apparent evidence of the sense in favour of a theor¬ 
etical world-picture; in a notable fragment (Diels- 
Kranz 125) he represents the senses as saying to the 
reason: “Wretclied mind, arc you trying to over¬ 
throw us with proofs obtained through us? Then 
our overthrow is your fall.” 

The senses could speak of proofs obtained 
through them because empirical evidence was 
offered for the existence of the atoms. Thus Lu¬ 
cretius urged that the force of the wind could be 
explained only if the wind consisted of invisible 
particles and pointed to the slow and imperceptible 
wearing away of stones by water. Direct empirical 
evidence was not offered for the void, but it was 
argued (fallaciously) that reason requires us to re¬ 
cognize it if we arc to explain the phenomenon of 
motion, for a body can only move if there is an 
empty space for it to move into. 

The existence of universes and bodies within 
them was variously explained. There is some 
doubt about the view of Democritus: most proba- 
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bly he started with atoms in spontaneous random 
motion as a brute fact; through their collisions 
whirls or vortices were set up on a huge scale and 
universes were formed from these vortices; since 
there were an infinite number of atoms in infmite 
space there would be an infinite number of es¬ 
sentially similar universes coming into existence, 
existing or breaking up. Epicurus started with a 
continual rain downwards of atoms moving with 
inconceivable speed; in the void they would all 
move with equal velocity; therefore he posited 
the famous clinatnen or divergence from course of 
a few atoms to set up the side motions and inter¬ 
actions necessary for the formation of universes. 

The atomic theory was all-embracing and not 
merely a physical hypothesis. The soul was cor¬ 
poreal, consisting of very fme fast-moving atoms 
dispersed through the body and disintegrating 
with the body at death. Sense-perception was ex¬ 
plained as the emission of atoms from the body 
perceived to the appropriate sense-organ; thus 
when we see something a thin shell of atoms moves 
from its surface to the pupil of the eye. Even 
thought was conceived, it appears, as the reception 
of specially fine atoms, imperceptible to the senses, 
from the body thought of; sometimes, as in 
dreams, such atomic images came unbidden; at 
other times, and always in the case of the most 
subtle conceptions, the atoms were mentally per¬ 
ceived only by a special act of attention. 

The ancient atomists were not atheists, but it is 
hard to be sure of their theological views. Certain¬ 
ly they recognized that we perceive the gods in 
dreams and thought, and this appears to have been 
regarded as a proof of their existence. But certainly 
they recognized no divine intervention in or con¬ 
trol of the universe and human affairs; the gods as 
recognized in religion were repudiated by them. 

The atomic view was never widely accepted in 
the ancient world. This was partly because of the 
scientific rejection of atomism by Aristotle in 
spite of his admiration for and interest in Demo¬ 
critus* work, partly because atomism was associ¬ 
ated with moral views which were unpopular and 
frequently misrepresented, and partly because of 
the incompatibility of Christianity and the other 
mystery religions with the materialism of the 
atomists, their denial of an after-life and their 
denial of the conventional “interventionist” gods. 


Consequently the atomic hypothesis was almost 
forgotten in later antiquity and in the Middle Ages. 

Atomism was first revived on a significant scale 
in the seventeenth century, mainly because of the 
researches of Gassendi into the surviving texts ot 
Epicurus and the poem of Lucretius. It cannot be 
too strongly stated that the atomism of Gassendi. 
Boyle, Locke and Newton was directly derived 
from ancient atomism; thus the famous doctrine 
of primary and secondary qualities they all shared 
is simply a restatement of the ancient atomic the¬ 
ory. The only fundamental changes made were such 
as were required by Christian orthodoxy; the soul 
was now stated to be immaterial and God was con¬ 
ceived as having created the atoms and originally 
put them in motion according to laws of his de¬ 
vising. The scientific progress of the seventeenth 
century consisted rather in making new and better 
hypotheses to explain particular phenomena in 
terms of the atomic hypothesis than in its funda¬ 
mental modification, which was to come in the 
eighteeth century. It is therefore a mistake to 
stigmatize Greek atomism as purely rationalistic 
speculation in contrast to an empirically based 
modern atomism. The Greeks were technically 
unequipped to confirm special applications of the 
atomic theory by experiment as was increasing!) 
achieved in modern times; but the provision of the 
conceptual framework had to come before ex¬ 
periment and this the Greeks successfully achieved. 

(j.o.u.) 

Augustine (354-430), Saint, also known as Aure¬ 
lius Augustinus and Augustine of Hippo. He was 
born at Thagaste in Numidia (Souk-Ahras in Al¬ 
geria on the Tunisian border). His mother was a 
Christian, his father a pagan. Augustine received a 
thorough education in rhetoric, a discipline over 
which the spirit of Cicero presided. Before he was 
twenty he had turned his back on Christianity, 
intellectually repelled less by the strangeness of its 
doctrines than by the crudity, in style and content, 
of its Scriptures. Its canons of behaviour were also 
uncongenial to him, and as a very young man he 
was already established in Carthage with a mistress 
and a professorial chair of rhetoric. 

His energetic and curious mind had been fired 
with a love of philosophy by Cicero's Hortensius, 
now lost, which he read at the age of eighteen. 
This started him on an intellectual adventure that 
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led him first to Manichaeisni, then to the thorough¬ 
going scepticism of the Academics; next, about 
the time he was appointed to a chair of rhetoric 
at Milan, to Neoplatonism; and finally, at the 
age of thirty-two, to what he himself used to call 
Catholic Christianity. He was baptized in Milan at 
Easter 387, about nine months after his conversion. 

In 391 he was ordained priest and in 395 bishop 
of the city of Hippo Regius (Bone, on the Algerian 
coast). His native genius and his strenuous devotion 
to his pastoral duties soon made him the intellec¬ 
tual leader of African Catholicism. After an episco¬ 
pate of over thirty years, during which he won an 
Empire-wide reputation, he died at Hippo on 28 
August, 430, as the Vandals were besieging the city. 

It would be a great mistake to suppose that 
Augustine’s philosophy can be scientifically assessed 
in isolation from his theology. His thought is 
.always concrete, always the expression of his 
personal experience, and this was an experience of 
conversion to Christianity followed by a life spent 
in teaching it. For him Christianity was the true 
philosophy, and pagan schools of philosophy were 
so many false or defective theologies. 

Truth is one, it is divine (it is indeed what God 
is), and its possession is happiness, beatitude, Augus¬ 
tine defines beatitude as gaudium de veritate, enjoy¬ 
ing Truth. Under the pull of Truth his life had a 
certain splendid simplicity about it; first the quest 
for Truth, then at his conversion the discovery of 
it, and after that a life spent in its exploration. 

It is wisdom that gives knowledge of Truth, so 
the quest for Truth is a quest for wisdom. One of 
the first philosophical problems to engage Augus¬ 
tine was how a man can pass from being unwise to 
being wise. To do this he must desire the wisdom 
he lacks. But desire implies knowledge of the thing 
desired. Desire of wisdom therefore implies lack of 
wisdom and possession of wisdom, that is know¬ 
ledge of it, at the same time. This conundrum was 
posed for Augustine by the Academics, for whom 
wisdom consisted in knowing that wc can know 
nothing, and he made use of it in his De Utilitate 
Credendi against his Manichec friends, who thought 
they had all the answers. Dialectically he extricated 
himself from the impasse of scepticism by what has 
been called the Augustinian Cogito: Si Jailor^ sum (if 
I am wrong, I am). But his real method was the 
most un-Cartesian one of what could be described 
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as systematic faith. “Unless you believe, you shall 
not understand”, Isaiah 7, 9, xx was one of his 
favourite texts. (He thought naturally in texts. The 
older he got, the more biblical his thought and its 
expression became). Faith alone can provide the base 
from which the quest for wisdom must start, be¬ 
cause it is both a knowing, which makes love of 
th^ thing known possible, and a not knowing, so 
that love is still desire, not yet enjoyment. Augus¬ 
tine’s conversion was his discovery of wisdom by 
faith, and the beginning of his exploration of it by 
understanding. 

This method is deployed most conspicuously in 
the De Trinit ate. In this work too wc can assess the 
extent and the bearing of Augustine’s Platonism. 
His cosmos is constructed on a Platonic dialectic; 
there is the outer and the inner world, the lower 
and the higher, the sensible and the intelligible, 
and the carnal and the spiritual. Progress in 
wisdom is a movement of the mind inwards and 
upwards to God at the apex and the centre, an 
opening of the mind to the illumination of in¬ 
commutable truth, which is there within and above, 
always available for its inspection, provided the 
mental vision has been purified by faith. But this 
progress is, so to speak, a feeling one’s way back¬ 
wards along the channel of influence which comes 
downwards and outwards, causing the participat¬ 
ing or imaging of the higher order in the lower, 
Creator in the creature. 

The word “Creator” suggests the limits of 
Augustine’s Platonism. His crucial theme of the 
divine image in the world and in man is more 
biblical than Platonic, and depends on the wholly 
biblical doctrine of creation. In virtue too of this 
doctrine Augustine could regard the material world 
with a reverence impossible for a thorough Plato- 
nist. The goal of his vision was the resurrection of 
the body, not the soul’s release from the prison of 
the body. His doctrine of evil as no-thing, as a 
privation, a lack of due order, marks his easy in¬ 
dependence of Platonism as much as his emanci¬ 
pation from Manichacism. 

The Incarnation is a doctrine which accords ill 
with the ultra-spiritualism and intellectualism of 
the Platonists, but fits smoothly into Augustine’s 
God-imaging world. The divine image in man has 
been defaced by sin, which upsets the divine order, 
ruffles the clear surface. It is restored by a tran- 
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sccndent manifestation of divine order, in which 
the Word, the image par excellent.^, makes up for 
pride by humility, disobedience by obedience, re¬ 
stores life by enduring death, and innocence by 
taking the consequences of guilt. The dialectical 
statement of the Incarnation by St Paul or St John 
plucks an immediate rt^sponse from Augustine the 
trained rhetorician. 

The Word incarnate is the Way back for man 
to the Word who is Truth, and the Way on to the 
risen Christ who is Life. Restoration must come 
from above just as creation comes from above. All 
the initiatives arc God’s.‘Hence Augustine’s teach¬ 
ing on grace. Human freedom is only fully vindi¬ 
cated when its unconditional derivation from the 
divine freedom is accepted. Divine grace is shown 
us in divine charity - “God so loved the world ...” 
and the human response is a response of charity, 
which Augustine would almost say is as natural as 
filling off a log. Artior meus pondus meum (“My 
love is my weight”), he said. Since, then, his 
ethic stems from grace before will-power, and from 
the personal relationship of love before abstract 
principle, it is quite free from the harsh Puritanism 
which has often been ascribed to it, and which 
was far more characteristic of the Pelagianism 
w hich he fought so strenuously. (e.h.) 

Aurelius, see Marcus Aurelius. 

Austin, John Langshaw (1911-1960), English 
philosopher. He was White’s Professor of Moral 
Philosophy in the University of Oxford. He had 
a very considerable influence on the development 
of analytic philosophy since the second world 
war. His work consists mainly of close exam¬ 
inations of the way words are ordinarily used, 
without any direct reference to the traditional 
problems of philosophy. Austin gives an admirable 
brief account of his reasons for this procedure in his 
“A Plea for Excuses!’ 

Two of his most important sets of lectures have 
been published posthumously. In Sense and 
Sensihilia he attempted to show that certain 
arguments traditional in philosophy that are 
designed to prove that the direct object of the 
senses is always a sense-datum and never a physical 
object derive their plausibility from a systematic 
distortion of key terms from their normal use. In 
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How to Do Things With Words he first restates his 
doctrine of “performative utterances”, but finds it 
ultimately unsatisfactory and goes on to replace 
the distinction between performative and state- 
mental utterances by a distinction between 
locutionary act (saying something with a certain 
meaning), illocutionary act (what one docs, such 
as promising, in saying something), and per- 
locutionary act (what one brings about by saying 
something) as abstractable components of the 
complete speech-act. This doctrine has influenced 
later work on the philosophy of language, (j.o.u.) 

Averroes (1126-1198); his name is latinized from 
Ibn Rushd. Philosopher, jurist, judge and physi¬ 
cian, he was born at Cordova, Spain, and died at 
Marrakesh. To the West, Averroes is best known 
as the commentator of Aristotle. The Latin ver¬ 
sion of Aristotle’s complete works usually contains 
Averroes’ Commentaries - often made from a 
Hebrew translation of the (lost) Arabic original. 
On many Aristotelian writings he wrote three dif¬ 
ferent kinds of Commentaries: Summaries in his 
own words, and Middle and Lon^ Commentaries 
quoting portions of the text and adding explanatory 
and critical comments, in the light of classical 
commentators hke Themistius, Alexander of 
Aphrodisias, and of Farabi, Avicenna and Avem- 
pacc (Ibn Bajja). He shows penetrating insight; his 
exposition is lucid and concise adhering more closely 
to Aristotle than any of the earlier Falasifa, (Muslim 
religious philosophers). Not having Aristotle’s 
Politics Averroes commented on Plato’s Republic, 
which he treated as the second, practical part to 
supplement Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, the first, 
theoretical part of the science of politics. His refu¬ 
tation of Ghazali’s attack on the Falasifa (the Tahd- 
fut al-tahafut or The Incoherence of the Incoherence) 
deserves special notice, together with three polem¬ 
ical religious-philosophical treatises of which the 
Fasl al-maqal is the most important. His Aristote^ 
Han commentaries have furthered understanding 
of the master, spread his influence in the West 
among Jews and Christians, and have given rise to 
Averroism, 

His significance as a religious philosopher lies in 
his polemical treatises, his spirited rebuttal of 
Ghazalf’s attack and his Commentary on Plato’s 
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Republic, After Ghazali, philosophy was on the 
defensive, under constant fire from jurists and theo¬ 
logians. Hence the polemical nature of much of 
Averroes’ writing. He set out to prove the essential 
agreement between the religious law (Shari*a) and 
philosophy (Jalsafa) by claiming identity of aim for 
both in the Fast (Decisiue Chapter on the Agreement 
between Religious Law and Philosophy) and in the 
Commentary on the Republic: one is “the com¬ 
panion and foster-sister” of the other. Truth is one 
and indivisible, only sought and explained in differ¬ 
ent ways. The theory of the double truth is wrong¬ 
ly fathered on him; it belongs to the Latin Aver- 
roists. Averroes asserts the philosopher’s exclusive 
ability, right and duty to expound the inner mean¬ 
ing of the prophetically revealed Law by demon¬ 
strative argument. The theologians use dialectical 
arguments and confuse the masses. With Plato he 
distinguishes the few elect philosophers from the 
masses. With Aristotle he distinguishes three classes 
of arguments (demonstrative, dialectical and rhe¬ 
torical or poetical), which he assigns to three classes 
of believers: philosophers, theologians and the 
masses. The masses must accept the stories, para¬ 
bles and metaphors of Scripture in their plain 
meaning. But Scripture contains the whole truth 
even though its inner meaning is only accessible 
to the metaphysician. All three classes must accept 
certain statements in the Qt{r*an (Koran) in their 
literal meaning as religious truth inaccessible to 
human reason, because they are God’s revelation. 
On these grounds, he maintains and justifies the 
superiority of the Shari*a over the Nomos (secular 
law). He agrees with Avicenna that this Law teaches 
true beliefs and convictions in a form accessible to 
all believers and obligatory on all. The Nomos is 
only concerned with the happiness of the ^lite, the 
SharVs guarantees every believer his share of happi¬ 
ness. 

Averroes^ vindication of the Shari*a as the con¬ 
stitution of the ideal Muslim state is combined 
with a sustained critique of the Muslim state of his 
time, on the basis of Plato’s imperfect constitutions. 
He adheres to the traditional explanation of prophe¬ 
cy against the theory of the Faldsifa and insists, like 
Avicenna, on the superior and exceptional charac¬ 
ter of Muhammad as the divinely sent prophetic 
lawgiver. (e.i.j.r.) 


Avicenna (980-1037), Persian philosopher and 
physician; his name is latinized from Ibn Slna. The 
most original of the Falasifa (Muslim religious phi¬ 
losophers’, he achieved a philosophical monotheism 
which approaches as closely as possible a synthesis 
between the tenets of Islam and the teachings of 
Plato and Aristotle. Persian zest for life combined 
with a restless quest for truth produced a philo¬ 
sophical system which mirrors a creative, critical 
intellect imbued with deep religious feeling. 

Unlike Farabi to whom he is greatly indebted, 
and Averroes, whose original contribution is large¬ 
ly contained in his Commentaries, Avicenna suc¬ 
ceeded in formulating a Summa of philosophy out 
of a critical study of Aristotle, helped by Neo¬ 
platonic commentators and the Stoics. His Shifa 
exerted a strong influence on Muslims, Jews and 
Christians, though, together with his other philo¬ 
sophical writings, it aroused the hostility of the 
theologians. Ghaz all’s Incoherence of the philosophers 
was mainly directed against Avicenna. It forced 
creative philosophical speculation in Islam on the 
defensive and even Averroes could not restore it 
to its former position. 

In logic Avicenna’s stria adherence to Aris¬ 
totle’s concept of cause and effca brought him into 
conflict with the theologians. His logical deter¬ 
minism clashed with their theological determinism. 

In psychology he combined Aristotle with Plo¬ 
tinus in his widely accepted idea of the immor¬ 
tality of the rational soul which as form is sub¬ 
stance. 

More far-reaching is his contribution to meta¬ 
physics. Like all Faldsifa he was helped by Plotinus 
and Porphyry who tried to harmonize Plato and 
Aristotle and, by giving Plato’s thought a turn 
towards reUgious monism, enabled Muslims to 
blend traditional beliefs and convictions with Greek 
li, ought. Avicenna’s concept of God in whose 
Being existence and essence are identical, gained 
wide currency in the West, expecially with the 
Jew Maimonides and the Christian Thomas 
Aquinas. So did its corollary that m all aeated 
beings essence is separate from existence which is 
only an accident. Accepting Aristotle’s concept of 
the Universe, especially the eternity of matter, Avi¬ 
cenna clashed with the theological axiom of the 
“Creation out of Nothing”. Moreover, aeation is 
a necessary consequence of God’s existence as an 
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absolute, simple unity in whom knowledge, will 
and power are one with his essenc i. He is the un¬ 
caused First Cause, hence necessarily the Creator. 
Maimonides and Aquinas are opposed to the Avi- 
cennian concept and mainuin the Scriptural 
position of the creation in time by God*s free-will 
out of nothing. 

To close the gap between revelation and reason 
Avicenna escaped into an intellectual mysticism (in 
his Isharat, Indications). The speculative mystic (an/) 
who attained the highest degree of knowledge, 
gains intellectual union with God in intuitive per¬ 
ception. Practical philosophy is part of Avicenna's 
Metaphysics because the attainment of human hap¬ 
piness is only possible in society. Prophecy and 
Shari*a (prophetically revealed Muslim Law) are 
indispensable for human survival and happiness. 
The prophetic lawgiver brings mankind a divine 
law guaranteeing welfare in this world and bliss in 
the hereafter. Farabi identified the prophetic law¬ 
giver with Plato's philosopher-king; Avicenna 
does not and grants to the prophet spontaneous, 
intuitive knowledge, thus placing him above the 
philosopher. The ideal Muslim state with Mu¬ 
hammad's law as constitution is the counterpart to 
Plato's Republic which, together with his Lmws, 
illustrated for the Faldsifa the political significance 
of the SharCa and supplied in the concept of Justice 
and Law, that common ground which enabled them 
to attempt their blending of Islamic fundamentals 
with Greek concepts. Therein consists their origi- 
nahty as religious philosophers with the superior 
Shan a as basis and centre of their system. 

(E.I.J.R.) 

Ayer, Sir Alfred Jules, F.B.A. (1910- ), bom in 
London. He was educated at Eton and Oxford, 
where he later held academic posts as Research 
Student of Christ Church and Fellow of Wadham 
College. From 1946-59, he was Grote Professor of 
the Philosophy of Mind and Logic in the Univer¬ 
sity of London, and in 1959 was appointed to the 
Wykeham Chair of Logic at Oxford. He is well 
known as a broadcaster and has appeared on tele¬ 
vision. 

Ayer achieved early f ame as the author of Lang¬ 
uage, Truth and Logic (1936), a work which did 
much to famiharize the English-speaking world 
with the philosophy of Logical Positiviam. Based 
on first-hand acquaintance with the Vtanna Circle, 


it ranks among the clearest and most forthright 
expositions of the subject in any language. In some 
respects, also, it represents a synthesis of British and 
Continental versions of empiricism. Ayer agrees 
with the latter in rejecting metaphysics and con¬ 
fining philosophy to analysis ; but his conception 
of the analytic method - the translation of prob¬ 
lematic expressions into a logically more explicit 
terminology - is not very different from that of the 
“Cambridge school"; and he typically makes use 
of it to resolve traditional cruxes in the theory of 
knowledge. Material objects, for instance, arc not 
“constructed" out of sense-data, but statements 
mentioning the one can be logically “reduced" 
to statements mentioning only the other. This 
linguistic “phenomenalism" is put forward as a 
truth already glimpsed in the writings of Berkeley 
and Hume. Apart from its controversial treatment 
of ethical propositions (as “emotive" rather than 
factual), the other main feature of Ayer’s discussion 
is his proposal to distinguish a weaker form of the 
verification principle, designed to exclude meta¬ 
physics while preserving the significance of other 
propositions supposedly more useful to science. 
Difficulties of formulation have proved greater 
than expected, and arc reviewed, with other mat¬ 
ters, in Ayer’s introduction to the second edition 
(1946). ^ 

Ayer's later writings have been largely devoted 
to retrenchment of his position in the light of sub¬ 
sequent criticism. The same epistemological prob¬ 
lems are repeatedly attacked, and with substantially 
the same weapons ; but there is less disposition to 
claim fmality for the results. The common sense 
claims to knowledge of the external world, the 
past, the self and other people arc now scrutinized, 
not in order to “reduce” or repudiate them, but 
in order to elucidate the logical grounds for their 
acceptance. In pursuit of this inquiry, Ayer has 
been increasingly led to doubt the possibihty of 
analysing claims about material objects into claims 
about the actual or possible occurrence of sense- 
data ; and he has at length forsaken phenomenalism. 
His present position seems best described as that of 
an analytically-minded empiricist, dubious of the 
current claims made for “ordinary language", and 
without commitments to any really defmablc 
school. (p.i.H.) 
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Bacon, Francis (1561-1626) was born in the 
^hadow of the English Court which dominated 
his whole life. He was educated at Cambridge and 
admitted to the Bar in 1575. In 1584, through the 
help of his uncle, Lord Biirghlcy, he obtained a 
seat in the House of Commons. He was befriended 
by Essex, the favourite of Elizabeth, who tried 
unsuccessfully to get him made attorney-general 
in 1593, in preference to Sir Edward Coke. 

Under James I Bacon’s fortunes improved. In 
1607 he was made solicitor-general and in 1613 
attorney-general; in 1617 Lord Keeper and in 1618 
Lord Chancellor. He was also created Jiaron Veru- 
1 am of Vcrulam and in 1621 Viscount St Albans. 
Three days after this final honour Bacon was ac¬ 
cused of bribery, found teclmically guilty, and 
deprived of office. He had accepted presents from 
litigants, the usual practice of the time. To quote 
his own words: “I was thejustest judge that was in 
England these fifty years. But it was the justest 
censure in Parliament that was these two hundred 
years.” He died in 1626, in retirement, working 
on his scientific projects. 

Bacon had always held that his aim in seeking 
political advancement was to improve man’s estate 
and to use his wealth and influence to forward the 
cause of a new science that might contribute to 
this end. But in spite of repeated attempts he ob¬ 
tained neither a college nor a royal foundation. He 
lived lavishly, and debts which he accumulated 
prevented him spending much on the advancement 
of science during his lifetime; after his death they 
also prevented the implementation of his will, in 
which he provided for lectureships in natural 
philosophy at Oxford and Cambridge, 

His actual contributions to learning and science 
were similarly incomplete - programmatic aspi¬ 
rations rather than concrete pieces of work. In 1603 
he laid the foundation for his Great Instauration in 
his Valerius Terminus and in his De Intcrpretatione 
Naturae Proemium, which were followed by his 
Cogitate et Visa. He announced that he had con¬ 
structed a new method of scientific discovery. 
Large natural histories and collections of facts had 
to be amassed, preferably within a college, and 
carefully interpreted. The same stress on natural 
history and a new method of interpretation runs 


through his Advancement of Learning (1605), to¬ 
gether with a criticism of previous thinkers and 
passionate pleas for the use of knowledge to better 
man’s earthly estate. 

This was a preliminary to the Great Instaura¬ 
tion itself, which was to consist of six parts, the 
Advancement of Learning forming a major section 
of the first part. The plan consisted in six parts as 
follows: 

(1) A classification and review of existing 
sciences which would make the gaps in them 
obvious. He fulfilled this portion of his plan 
in his De Dignitate et Augmentis Scientiarum 
(1623). 

(2) A new inductive method for putting all 
human minds on a level in the interpretation of 
nature. (This he sketched in his Novum Organumt 
1620). 

(3) Natural history or a collection of data and 
experiments arranged in accordance with the 
principles laid down in Part 2. 

(This was extremely fragmentary consisting of 
his Parasceve ad historiam naturalem et experiment-- 
alem. 1620; liis Historia Naturalis et experimentalis 
ad condendam philosophiam: sive phenomena 
universiy 1622; and his Sylva Sylvarumy 1627, 
which was a strange collection of facts and 
fables). 

(4) The Ladder of the Intellect, wliich was 
meant to consist of fully worked out examples 
of his method. (There is none of this extant save 
a preface called Scale Intellectus sive Jilum laby^ 
rinthi). 

(5) Generalisations reached from natural his¬ 
tory without the use of Bacon’s special method 
of interpretation. (Only a preface to this exists 
called Prodromi sive Anticipationes Philosophiae 
Secundae). 

(6) The New Philosophy or Active Science, 
consisting of the complete science of Nature. 
Tliis was to be built on the facts of Part 3, es¬ 
tablished by the methods of Part 2. 

(None of this is extant - perhaps significantly). 
Bacon wrote many other works which do not 
fall into his Great Instauration and which are not 
easily regarded as anticipations or offshoots of it. 
Most famous arc his New Atlantis (his contribution 
to the ideology of Utopia), De Sapientia Veterum 
(1609), and De Principiis at<jue Originibtts (1623-4), 
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which was his attempt to supplant the Platonic 
and Aristotelian traditions by a moie materialistic 
type of theory deriving from Democritus. Also 
in refutation of earlier philosophers he wrote his 
Redargutio philosophiarum (1608) - his treatise on 
“the idols of the theatre**. There arc also several 
other fragments like his Temporis partus masculus 
and his Delineatio et argumentum, both of which 
were anticipatory of his Great Instauration. 

Bacon*s main contribution to philosophy was in 
the sphere of scientific method. He was one of the 
most powerful and articulate rebels against the 
Aristotelian and Platonic traditions ; in many res¬ 
pects he attempted to revive a materialism akin to 
that of Democritus. He claimed that Aristotelian 
logic was a useless tool for discovery. It forced 
assent, but revealed nothing new and dragged ex¬ 
periment along like a captive. Also the final causes 
which it employed in its explanations had wonder¬ 
fully corrupted philosophy. They were only ap¬ 
propriate in explaining human affairs. The alter¬ 
native school of thought. Rationalism, deriving 
from Plato, was equally useless. No trust was to be 
placed in the abstract axioms of the geometric 
method. Definitions could not remedy the evil in 
nature or material objects, because they consisted 
themselves of words and these words produced 
others. “Words are but the images of matter; and 
except they have life of reason and invention, to 
fall in love with them is to fall in love with a 
picture**. Rationahsts are like spiders spinning ideas 
out of the recesses of their mind. The brute em¬ 
pirics, on the other hand, arc no better. For they 
are like ants, aimlessly collecting data. The bees 
provide the proper model for scientific procedure. 
Order is the secret - the amassing of data or natural 
history, storing it, and interpreting it judiciously 
according to definite canons. 

In his endeavour to replace rash anticipations of 
Nature by orderly interpretations the inquirer is 
brought up against certain deep-seated limitations 
of the human mind. These Bacon called the Idols 
of the Tribe. Men tend to generalise too readily, 
to find instances which suit their purposes and to 
believe more readily that which they prefer. Bacon 
therefore stressed the importance of looking for 
the negative instance, of seeking systematically for 
exceptions to generalisations. Idols of the tribe are 
also due to other limitations such as the dullness of 


our perceptual apparatus. But there are also Idols 
of the Den, which arc defects due not so much to 
human nature generally as to individual differences 
and idiosyncrasies, both innate and acquired. Then 
there arc Idols of the Market Place, which arc due 
to words and phrases that corrupt and muddle our 
thinking - especially vague words and words that 
describe nothing. Finally there are the Idols of the 
Theatre which arise from systems of philosophy. 
The remedy for these obstacles was not simply 
to expose the faulty reasoning of others, but 
to set out the new method of inquiry clearly for 
all to use. 

This method consisted of accumulating data and 
dealing with it in a certain manner. Suppose the 
cause of heat was sought. A table of presence had 
first to be compiled containing all the known in¬ 
stances in which heat was present. A table of ab¬ 
sence had then to be constructed with instances 
corresponding to these in the tabic of presence, but 
differing in that the simple nature, heat, was ab¬ 
sent. A table of degrees had also to be compiled 
containing instances in which heat was present in 
varying degrees. By examining the tables a gener¬ 
ating nature might be found which was co-present, 
co-absent, and co-variant with the effect or gener¬ 
ated nature. An interpretation or “first vintage** 
could then be made - for example, that motion is 
the cause or “form** of heat. (These tables are very 
similar to J. S. Mill’s joint methods of agreement 
and difference and the method of concomitant 
variations.) 

One of the most vexed questions of Baconian 
scholarship is the status of these “forms’* which it 
was the natural philosopher’s business to discover. 
He distinguished physics which investigates effi¬ 
cient and material causes but “docs not stir the 
limits of things which arc much more deeply 
rooted** from metaphysics, which investigates 
“forms’*. These arc both generic and generating 
“natures’*. Heat, for instance, is a limitation of a 
more generic nature “motion**; and it is also in 
some way produced by motion. Such “forms’* do 
not seem hke Aristotelian formal causes because 
they arc generators of other natures and not just 
correlative with matter. It is often suggested that 
Bacon had in mind some primitive atomic theory 
akin to that of Democritus; for he praised Demo¬ 
critus. Yet these ‘‘forms’* arc observables to be dis- 
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covered by compiling tables. Atoms arc not ob¬ 
servable. 

Whatever doubts there may be about the status 
of these forms, there can be no doubt about Bacon’s 
enthusiasm for projects of a practical sort wliich a 
knowledge of the laws of the combination of these 
forms might permit. He was one of the first to 
stress that knowledge gives man power over na¬ 
ture and has been heralded as a forerunner of both 
Utilitarianism and Marxism in this respect. 
Bacon thought that the aim of his Great Instaura- 
tion was “knowledge of the causes and of the 
secret motion of things, and the enlarging of the 
bounds of human empire, to the effecting of all 
things possible”. He subscribed to the alchemist’s 
ideal of transmuting substances of one kind into 
substances of another. But he thought that such an 
undertaking must be based on a thorough under¬ 
standing of “what is constant, eternal, and uni¬ 
versal in nature.” 

Bacon met with little concrete success either in 
developing his fundamental science or in inaugu¬ 
rating a college to house it. But he inspired many 
with his dream of improving man’s estate by the 
employment of scientific method. The Royal 
Society, which was founded in 1662, was Baconian 
in spirit. It combined his emphasis on observation 
and experiment with a concern for inventions of 
practical use. It was founded by Puritans who be¬ 
lieved, like Bacon, that science could reveal the 
wonders of God’s creation and be used to improve 
man’s estate. 

Bacon’s thought influenced not only the devel¬ 
opment of science but also the typically British 
conception of knowledge and scientific method as 
exemplified by Locke, Berkeley, Hume, J. S. 
Mill, and Russell. 

Bacon’s account of scientific method has been 
criticized by later thinkers in at least four major re¬ 
spects. First of all he was mistaken in thinking that 
there is any “inductive” method which could put 
all men on a level in the matter of arriving at well- 
founded generalisations. There may be methods 
for testing generalisations once they have been 
made, but there are no recipes for arriving at 
them. 

Secondly Bacon failed to distinguish between 
rash “anticipations” of nature and working hypo¬ 
theses. Data cannot be collected without some sort 


of hypothesis, let alone a theory developed. The 
nineteenth century logician Whcwell made much 
of this defect in Bacon’s account. 

Thirdly Bacon was profoundly ignorant of 
mathematics and overlooked its great importance 
in the development of theories. He rejected the 
Copernican hypothesis, ridiculed Gilbert’s specula¬ 
tions about magnetism, and failed to see the im¬ 
portance of Harvey’s work. He understood little 
of the work of continental thinkers like Kepler 
and Galileo. This failure to grasp the importance 
of mathematics led him to overlook the role of 
deduction in science. For often, when a theory has 
to be tested, there is a long deductive journey, 
made possible by matliematics, between postulates 
and their consequences which are observationally 
testable. 

Finally Bacon ignored problems connected with 
the justification of inductive reasoning, which have 
troubled philosophers since Hume. 

His importance in the history of thought is his 
stress on the observational basis of science and the 
search for the negative instance. (r.s.p.) 


Bacon, Roger (r. 1292), born in England. 

Bacon’s long career which w^as spent partly at Ox¬ 
ford and partly at Paris covers the whole of the 
vital period in the thirteenth century when Greek 
and Arabic science and philosophy were being 
finally assimilated into western thought. 

In many respects he appears as conservative and 
traditional as his fellow Franciscan, Bonaventura, 
being no less observant of religion and equally 
convinced of the supremacy of theological know¬ 
ledge. Yet he differs profoundly from the latter in 
his reaction to the new science. 

Where Bonaventura was able to sec a new, per¬ 
haps interesting, field for human investigation, but 
one wliich in the long run could only distract men 
from that contemplative activity to which all men 
should aspire. Bacon saw, not new material, but a 
new method. A method which would radically 
transpose the approach to learning and to know¬ 
ledge by applying the new mathematical and ex¬ 
perimental techniques to the study of philosophy 
and theology. 

His most characteristic writing is to be found in 
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his Opus Majus which, together with the shorter 
Opus Minus and Opus Tertium elaborates his views 
on how to engage in the urgent task of reforming 
the teaching of Christian wisdom. These works 
were written at the request of Pope Clement IV and 
urged in view of the political hegemony which 
would fall to the West as a result of the advance of 
science. But Clement died and Bacon remained 
frustrated. It was his misfortune to be convinced of 
the practical importance of positive and scientific 
studies long before they became a practical possi¬ 
bility. (j.c.D.) 


Beauty, see Aesthetics. 

Being, see Mcuphysics, Existentialism, Realism, 
Ideahsm, Monism, Dualism. 

Bentham, Jeremy (1748-1832), the leader of the 
English Utilitarians. He was bom in London, the 
son of a wealthy attorney, and was educated for 
his father’s profession. But Bentham’s inteicst in 
the Law was of a dilferent sort: and in reading 
Helvctius at the age of twenty he was particularly 
impressed by the '‘Greatest Happiness Principle” 
which Helvetius had taken from Joseph Priestley. 
From this time onwards Bentham devoted his life 
to the building of a scientific foundation for legis¬ 
lation and jurisdiction. His first task was to repu¬ 
diate the basis of Natural Law and historic pre¬ 
cedent upon which Blackstone had based his de¬ 
fence of the British Constitution, His interest in the 
theory of punishment led him to design a model 
prison or Inspection House - a plan accepted by the 
Government though never carried out. In 1785 
Bentham went to Russia to visit his brother 
Samuel, a government engineer. Back in England 
he took up every kind of legal, social, economic 
and educational reform, applying to each one his 
tireless “method of detail”. After 1808 the influ¬ 
ence of James Mill led him to become an advocate 
of representative institutions and of the Radical 
reform of Parliament. By this time he had formed 
a circle of friends and disciples, to whom in many 
cases he entrusted the editing, rewriting, or trans¬ 
lation of his manuscripts : Dumont’s French ver¬ 
sions earned Bentham a European reputation and 


he became the inspiration and mentor of liberals 
tliroughout the world. He died during the Reform 
Bill agitation and his embalmed body is to be seen 
in University College London, of which he was a 
principal founder. 

The fundamental theory of Utilitarianism is 
given in An Introduction to the Principles of Morals 
and Legislation (1789). Bentham holds that whai 
moves a man to action is always a desire to secure 
his own pleasure or to avoid his own pain. “Nature 
has placed mankind under the governance of twi> 
sovereign masters, pain and pleasure ... They gov¬ 
ern us in all we do, in all we say, in all we think.” 
This is a psychological or metaphysical principle. 
The moral principle is that actions are to be ap¬ 
proved or disapproved according to the tendency 
they appear to have to increase or diminish the 
happiness, advantage, pleasure or good of the 
parties concerned in the actions; if the whole com¬ 
munity is affected, then the happiness of all must 
be considered. Bentham’s view distinguishes bet¬ 
ween judgments of approval or disapproval and 
mere liking and disliking. A man must like what he 
takes to be for his own advantage: he considers an 
action right when he secs or believes that it will 
bring the maximum advantage or happiness to all 
those affected; that is, the greatest possible pleasure 
hoivever distributed amongst persons. To make a 
moral judgment it is necessary to measure pains 
and pleasures, and to compare one person’s pains 
and pleasures with another’s. Bentham gives seven 
“circumstances” to be considered: the intensity of 
the pleasure (or pain), its duration, its certainty, its 
nearness, its fecundity (or tendency to produce 
further pleasures), its purity (or tendency not to be 
followed by pains) and its extent - the number of 
persons affected by it. There are many different 
sorts of pleasures: there are pleasures in poetry, in 
pushpin and in the vile crimes of malefactors. An 
impartial judge will not discount a pleasure merely 
because he does not happen to relish it himself. 
Bentham rejects tradition, religious authority and 
personal “intuition” of moral truth. The only gen¬ 
eral rules he accepts are those of the law, and for 
these he offers a Utilitarian test: Does the general 
observance of this law promote human happiness 
to the greatest practicable degree? In private con¬ 
duct Bentham would dispense with rules al¬ 
together. A man should choose the action which 
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maximises pleasure, not one prescribed by any rule. 

How can men, who are moved only by the 
piospcct of their own advantage, be led to act in 
such a way as to promote the general happiness? 
Bentham’s answer is: (i) the law by its punishment, 
and public opinion by its rewards and penalties, 
constrain men from acting against the general in¬ 
terest. (2) Enlightened self-interest shows men that 
m most cases the general good is also their indi¬ 
vidual advantage. The law proiluccs an artificial 
harmony between individual interest and the gen¬ 
eral interest: a man who would otherwise stand to 
gain by crime finds that, where a punishment is 
attached, the balance is one of misery. Education 
icvciiis an unsuspected harmony of interests: in 
particular, the doctrines of political economy 
Nccmed to offer novel scientific proofs of the etfi- 
tacy of co-operation. 

Bcntham inherited and adapted the doctrines of 
Locke, Hume, Priestley, and Locke’s French dis¬ 
ciples. His philosophical influence conics dowm 
chiefly through J. S. Mill. Henry Sidgwick and 
G. E. Moore: it provoked a violent reaction in 
F. H. Bradley, lithical Sttuhes 1S76. Ihe principal 
object of criticism is the doctrine that men seek 
only their own pleasure. T his is not true if pleasure 
is understood in an ordinary .sense: and can be 
accepted only as the tautology that men .seek after 
what they want or w^hat they think w'ill be (in some 
sense) gc^od for them. If “good”, “pleasure”, “ad¬ 
vantage” means whatever men aim at, then it is 
pointless to advise men to seek their c^wn good - 
diis advice offers no guidance whatever. But in 
fact Bcntham did not advise men to seek their own 
good. He oflered the particular advice that they 
should do so in such a way as to allow all men in¬ 
differently as much as possible of their owm good 
(which means “of whatever they thitik will do 
them good” since it is left to them to judge.) That 
this is the best way to secure one’s own greatest 
happiness, is not a tautology ; and the arguments 
by which Bcntham tried to commend his maxim 
have (in some cases) to be supplemented by an 
appeal to force - but force which itself might con¬ 
tribute to a change of mind. (k.b.) 

Berdyaev^ Nicolas (1874-1948) was born in Rus¬ 
sia; he remained there until his expulsion in 1922, 


Bergson 

w'hcn he settled first in Gcrnl.any and then in 
France. A faithful member of the Russian Ortho¬ 
dox C'hurch, Berdyaev, in most of his work, 
should be classed as a religious thinker and as a 
social and political propagandist rather than as a 
philosopher in the narrower sense of the word; his 
aim w'as a practical one - to bring about a Christian 
social system - rather than theoretical. Mis funda¬ 
mental philosopliical thesis w-as a distinction bet- 
WTcn the material world, subject to natural law 
and necessity, of w hich man as an animal is a part, 
and the higher w'orld of freedom of which man as 
spirit is a part, a position reminiscent of Kant’s 
distinction of the phenomenal and noumcnal 
worlds. (j.o.u.) 

Bergson, Henri Louis (1859-1941), French philo¬ 
sopher. He was Professor of Philosophy first at 
Clermont-Ferrand in Auvergne and later at the 
College de France in Pans, and produced a philo¬ 
sophy of “creative evolution” which made a con¬ 
siderable impression in literature as well as thought 
during the early years of the twentieth century 
(sec, for example, the Preface to G. Bernard Shaw’s 
Back to Methuselah). Tins was not only a romantic 
para-biological theory of a “Life-Force” invoked to 
counteract materialistic or mechanistic notions of 
the evolution of life in nature. It was an ingenious 
speculative theory of the relation of life and matter, 
correlated throughout with a particular theory of 
knowledge. Indeed, Bergson’s work could either be 
interpreted idealistically, m which case the theory 
of knowledge is prior, and we havfc a certain 
kind of concept of matter because our minds work 
in a certain way; or it could be interpreted as an 
evolutionary realism in which our minds have 
come to think in a certain way because of the 
natural history of their evolution. In any case, 
Bergson’s originality lay in the w*ay m which he 
interpreted a theory of evolution and a theory of 
knowledge in terms of each other. The theory of 
knowledge was presented first, in Essai sur les don- 
tiees imwediates de la conscience (1889), (the English 
translation is entitled Time and Free-will), and in 
Matihe et Memoire (1896). Here Bergson draws a 
sharp distinction between the character of our con¬ 
ceptual knowledge of the external world and con¬ 
sciousness as known from within. The intellect in 
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its scientific study of the external world proceeds 
by analysis and classification. For analysis, the world 
must be considered as composed of isolatable 
objects externally related to each other; for classifi¬ 
cation these must be regarded as repeatable in¬ 
stances of similar kinds. So the world is interpreted 
in terms of limited kinds of discrete units, under¬ 
going repeatable rearrangements in space. Hence 
the intcUect thinks naturally of static objects in 
spatia/juxtaposition; it does not grasp fundamental 
changes through time, but imagines change as a 
succession of static states of affairs, spread out in a 
succession of instantaneous spaces - a limitation 
which was brought out by Zeno of Elea in his 
paradoxes about motion, and which, Bergson 
thought, is never transcended by mere concepts, 
although it may be met practically by devices such 
as the infinitesimal calculus, where a succession of 
very small intervals are considered as though they 
formed a continuous movement. The intellect 
therefore, Bergson says, “spatiaUzes**, and its ideal 
form of thinking is geometry. 

Sharply contrasted is our own sclf-conscious- 
ncss. Here change in time is experienced from with¬ 
in; we are aware not of a succession of distinct 
states, but of our present as arising out of our past 
and turning into a not clearly emnsaged future. 
The “time** of this inner experience is not external 
clock time, which is “spatialized time**, measiircdfor 
instance by noting successive positions of the hands 
of a clock. It is an actual experience of change, 
in which stages of “before** and “after** inter¬ 
penetrate each other; this kind of time Bergson 
calls “duration** (dwreV), and he claims that it is not 
merely a way of measuring a changing reality, but 
is the changing reahty itself. The state of mind in 
which we arc aware of the quality and flow of 
inner consciousness is called Intuition. It is a non- 
conceptual kind of awareness; Bergson even says 
that it dispenses with symbols; what he here means 
by “symbol** is not clear, and indeed his own at¬ 
tempts to express and describe Intuition are couch¬ 
ed, perhaps inevitably, in metaphors. For a form 
of consciousness which uscck neither concepts nor 
imaginative metaphors would presumably not be 
explicit thought at all, hut feeling. Indeed Bergson 
speaks at times of Intuition as “sympathy**, and as 
“integral experience**. In the essay Introduction ^ la 
Mitaphysique (1903), published in the Revue de 
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Mitaphysique et Morale, he speaks of metaphysics 
as “the science which claims to dispense with sym¬ 
bols**. If this were the whole truth, it is hard to see 
how it could become articulate knowledge, since 
any expression must presumably use some form of 
symbolism. Bergson does not, however, present 
Intuition as able to work apart from intellect, al¬ 
though he describes these as if they were polar 
opposites. Intuition is compared with the creative 
inner excitement which enables a writer to fuse his 
mass of materials into a unity, wliich he cannot do 
unless he has first gathered the materials by in¬ 
tellectual eflbrt. “Any one of us, for instance, who 
has attempted literary composition, knows that 
when the subject has been studied at length, the 
materials all collected, and the notes all made, some¬ 
thing more is needed in order to set about the work 
of composition itself, and that it is an often very 
painful effort to place ourselves directly at the 
heart of the subject, and to seek as deeply as possible 
an impulse, after which we need only let ourselves 
go.. . Metaphysical intuition seems to be somc^ 
ching of the same kind. What corresponds here to 
the documents and notes of literary composition is 
the sum of observations and experience gathered 
together by positive science. For we do not obtain 
an Intuition from reality - that is, an intellectual 
sympathy with the most intimate part of it - unless 
w'c have won its confidence by a long fellowship 
with its superficial manifestations.** {Introduction to 
Metaphysics, E.T. pp. 89-91). In neither case, how¬ 
ever, can the “impulse** produce a synthesis out 
of the materials apart from an integrating idea. 
Bcrgson*s description of “intuition** seems to be 
not so much an account of such integrating ideas 
as of the underlying state of mind out of which 
they may come. This is a form of feeling intensely 
concentrated on the present task, but which has 
behind it the resources of the person*s whole past 
experience. Here Bergson*s particular view of 
Memory should be taken into accoxmt. He holds 
that consciousness contains implicitly the whole 
of one’s past experience, but the function of the 
brain of the animal organism is to act as a “filter**, 
letting through selectively into immediate aware¬ 
ness such memories as may be relevant in attending 
to the situations in which one is placed. But by 
reversing the praaical habits of the intellect (al¬ 
ways to Bergson primarily a way of thinking 



shaped by practical needs), it may be possible 
through contemplative Intuition to draw on a 
wider range of the resources of consciousness. 
Bergson was here impressed by the work of Char¬ 
cot on amnesia, and by experimental work on 
hypnotically recovered memories. He was writing 
before Freud’s theory of the unconscious mind had 
been put forward, and he uses the word “conscious¬ 
ness” broadly and not only for such experiences as 
arc within the focus of attention. Indeed he imag¬ 
ines a rudimentary form of consciousness in all 
living organisms, and is prepared to interpret them 
by what he calls an “inverted psychology”. 

Bergson’s theory of knowledge, drawn in terms 
of the contrast between Intellect and Intuition, is 
correlated with a view of the function of these 
within the process of Evolution. Intelligence, Berg¬ 
son holds, begins with the making of tools. “In¬ 
stinct” he describes as an innate power of using 
natural instruments, either parts of the organism 
itself, or materials directly found in the environ¬ 
ment. Intelligence is first of all a power of making 
tools as artificial instruments: homofaber, the smith, 
rather than homo sapiens, would describe man at the 
dawn of intelligence. So intelligence starts from the 
interest in practical construction; it alw^ays bears 
the stamp of this practical interest, and finds its 
model of intelligibility in artefacts, which are dis¬ 
continuous, isolatable systems, repeatable as speci¬ 
fied types. Instinct on the other hand is continuous 
with the organizing power of life; but it is un- 
rcflective and unadaptivc. When it can become 
disinterested and self-conscious, it is Intuition, and 
then it can carry forward the original impetus of 
life into the creation of new forms. Bergson inter¬ 
prets evolution as the outcome of an impulse of 
life {^lan vital) manifesting itself in innumerable 
forms. This is not finalist teleology in the classical 
sense, which Bergson calls “inverted mechanism”, 
development tied to the realisation of predeter¬ 
mined ends. Nor is it vitalism as ordinarily under¬ 
stood, since no “vitalist principle” is invoked over 
and above the physico-chemical components of 
organisms. Rather, the whole of nature is said to be 
the outcome of a force which thrusts itself forward 
into new and unforeseen forms of organised struc¬ 
ture. These store and utilize energy, maintaining 
their power of growth and adaptive novelty up to 
a point, and then relapse into repetitive routine. 
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and ultimately.into the degradation of energy. The 
universe, Bergson says, shows two tendencies: there 
is “a reality which is making itself in a reality 
which is unmaking itself”. The laws of the tend¬ 
ency to repetition and the dissipation of energy arc 
the laws of “matter”; the counter tendency is the 
thrust of “life”. Here, in L*Evolution Creatricc, 
“matter” is represented as a real tendency in nature, 
inverse to life, and representing the running down 
of life into uniformity. Bergson also speaks of 
“matter” as the picture formed by the artificial 
fixing of a system of spatialized concepts by the 
intellect. Possibly the link is to be found in the belief 
that the more things display the tendency inverse 
to hfe, the more they arc amenable to this kind of 
intellectual treatment. But the notion of pure 
matter, and indeed the notion of a purely free and 
creative life impulse, would be abstractions. What 
is routine and mechanical and what is living and 
creative arc never in fact, as Beigson often acknow¬ 
ledges, found in complete separation from each 
other. But his concern to bring out the difference 
between them underlies his whole work; and it 
finds a special application in Les deux sources de la 
morale et de la religion (^932). Here Bergson turns 
from biology to moral and religious sociology. He 
describes the “closed” morality and religion based 
on social custom as the conservative force of a 
limited society making for the solidarity and pres¬ 
ervation of a social group. His analysis follows 
closely that of the French sociological school of 
Durkheim. The demand for solidarity and stability 
stops at the cohesion of limited groups. Groups 
cohering by closed morality are always limited 
groups, not just by definition, but because their 
way of hfe is maintained through real or possible 
conflict with other groups. Humanity as a whole 
does not therefore form a group of this kind; and 
those persons, prophets and saints, who arc charged 
with an outgoing love towarch humanity, are 
drawing on a different source. The analogy of 
closed morahty to the repetitive mechanisms stud¬ 
ied by the intellect is apparent; the * ‘open” morality 
and religion arc forms of intuition, and their source 
is a direct contact with the springs of life in the ilan 
vital. In this last book Bergson is prepared to call 
it “love” which is “cither God or from God”. 
Whether he was received into the Roman Cathohe 
Church is not pubheiy known; he is reported to 
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have held back until just before his death in order 
to maintain his solidarity with the Jewish people 
in their time of troubles. 

Bergson’s works are written in a non-tcchnical, 
flowing and persuasive style. They show wide 
knowledge of the biology and psychology of his 
day, and an enthusiastic, sometimes visionary, 
power. Other philosophers have, however, re¬ 
marked on his tendency to write in unexplained 
metaphors, and on the lack of rigorous exposition 
of his central concepts, notably those of dur^e and 
the dlan vital and of the case for their supposed 
identity. (d.m.e.) 

Berkeley, George (1685-1753), was born in Ireland, 
in the neighbourhood of Kilkenny. His ancestors 
were English and Protestant, but Berkeley passed 
his early and later years entirely in Ireland, and, 
though he was always of the Anglican faith, ap¬ 
pears to have regarded himself as decidedly an 
Irishman. He was excellently educated, first at 
Kilkenny College, and, from 1700, at Trinity Col¬ 
lege, Dublin, of which he was subsequently a 
Fellow for many years. He was ordained in 1707, 
became Dean of Derry in 1724, and Bishop of 
Cloyne ten years later. He married in 1728. He 
died in 1753, while supervising the introduction of 
his son George to Christ Church, in Oxford and 
his grave is in the Cathedral there. 

Berkeley’s life is noteworthy, apart from his 
philosophical writings, chiefly for his curious at¬ 
tempt in middle hfc to introduce a university to 
Bermuda. The aim of this scheme was mainly mis¬ 
sionary. Berkeley hoped to attract to his college 
not only the colonial settlers of America, but also 
some of the indigenous Indians, there to be trained 
as ministers of religion and apostles of culture. 
Berkeley, whose energies, powers of persuasion, 
and ingenuous charm were remarkable, succeeded 
in securing much public and official support for his 
project. He obtained a charter, a large sum of 
money by private subscription, and the promise 
from Parliament of a subvention from pubhc 
funds. But his scheme was really impracticable, and 
was in the end seen to be so. Bermuda - as he was 
perhaps not clearly aware - is far too distant from 
the American mainland to have been a suitable site 
for his purposes; and after he had left for America 
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in 1728, hesitations and doubts began to prevail at 
home. Berkeley waited abroad almost three years 
for his grant to be paid over, but in 1731 the Prime 
Minister, Walpole, let it be known that his hopes 
were not to be gratified. The house at Newport, 
Rhode Island which Berkeley built and inhabited 
is still preserved. 

The works on which Berkeley’s fame chiefly 
rests were written when he was a very young man. 
By the time he first visited England in 1713, being 
then twenty-eight, he had already published his 
Essay towards a New Theory of Vision (1709) and his 
Principles oj Human Knowledge {1710), and the Three 
Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous were pub¬ 
lished in that year. In his later philosophical writings 
he did little more than defend, explain, and at cer¬ 
tain minor points amend, the views thus early 
developed. It is, in fact, clear from his correspond¬ 
ence that for long periods of his later life he did not 
occupy his thoughts with philosophy at all. In this 
respect he differs strikingly from Locke, whose 
main work did not appear till he was nearly sixty ; 
and in fact the young Berkeley, who was early 
acquainted with Locke’s writings, is apt to refer to 
Locke’s thoughts as those of a very old man - as 
admirable, indeed, for one so advanced in years. 

Berkeley is a most striking, and indeed a unique, 
phenomenon in the history of philosophy. There 
have been many philosophers who have construct¬ 
ed bold and sweeping, and often extraordinary, 
metaphysical systems. There have been some also, 
particularly in the English tradition, employed in 
the clarification and defence of “common sense**. 
There have been thinkers, again, devoted to the 
defence of religious faith. It is the peculiar achieve¬ 
ment of Berkeley that, with astonishing ingenuity 
and skill, he contrived to present himself in all these 
roles at once. This achievement exactly suited his 
temperament, in which a taste for ambitious meta¬ 
physical doctrine was combined with strong reli¬ 
gious beliefs and with a sohd respect for ordinary 
good sense; but it was of course due only to his 
insight and intellectual power that he was able so 
to frame his theories as to yield him rational satis¬ 
faction also. His synthesis of these usually in¬ 
compatible roles is doubtless unstable, and few of 
his readers have been able to follow him in it. At 
first, to his great chagrin, he was seen merely as a 
fantastic metaphysician; more recently, he has 



found occasional defenders as being merely the 
advocate of “common sense**. But if one is to feel 
the full force of his theories, it is essential to sec how 
in them three diverse aspects arc combined. 

Berkeley’s position is best understood by con¬ 
trast with Locke’s - this course following, in fact, 
its actual historical development. The picture of 
the world which, in his student reading, Berkeley 
found in Locke was roughly as follows: The uni¬ 
verse is really, according to Locke, a mechanical 
system of bodies in space. It is made, as it were, of 
Matter; and material bodies really possess just those 
qualities required for their mechanical mode of 
operation - “solidity, figure, extension, motion or 
rest, and number”. These bodies operate on, among 
other things, the sense-organs of human beings, 
who possess minds - “immaterial substances” ~ as 
well as bodies. When this occurs, the mechanical 
stimulation of the sense-organs and brain causes 
“ideas” to arise in the mind, and these are the ob¬ 
jects of which the observer is really aware. In some 
respects these ideas faithfully represent the actual 
character of the “external world”, but in others 
not; ideas of, for instance, sound, colour, and smell 
have no real counterparts in the world, but are 
only modes in which an observer so constituted is 
affected by the appropriate mechaiiical stimuli. 

Now Berkeley soon came to regard this picture 
of the world as at once ridiculous, dangerous, and 
detestable. It was ridiculous, he thought, because it 
clearly entailed a fantastic scepticism, in manifest 
conflict with good common sense. For how could 
an observer, who was aware of nothing but liis 
own ideas, know anything about Locke’s “external 
world”? Locke himself had asserted, absurdly 
enough, that colour, for instance, is only an appar¬ 
ent, not a real, feature of that world; but how 
could he know that, m any respect, contemplation 
of our own ideas apprises us correctly of the world’s 
actual character? A sceptic has only to suggest the 
possibility that our ideas mislead us, not only in 
some ways, but in every way, as to the character of 
objects, and it is evident that Locke could in no 
way counter this suggestion. Locke is thus com¬ 
mitted to the ridiculous view that, for all we can 
know, objects in the world may be utterly unlike 
what wc take them to be - and perhaps that, for 
all wc can know, there may be no such objects. 
This is surely repugnant to any man of good sense. 
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But Locke’s doctrine, he believed, was also ex¬ 
ceedingly dangerous. For, apart from its offering a 
general pretext for scepticism, its tendency was 
towards materialism and atheism, and therefore, 
in Berkeley’s view, towards the subversion of 
morals. God was brought in by Locke as the 
designer, creator, and starter of the great Machine; 
but how could he show that Matter itself was not 
eternal ? And if it were, would his system not make 
it possible, and even rational, to deny the existence 
of God altogether? Again, Locke himself had held 
that consciousness belonged to “immaterial sub¬ 
stances”, which doubtless he would have regarded 
as immortal souls. But he had confessed that he 
could not disprove the counter-suggestion that 
consciousness might be just one of the properties 
of matter, and so, presumably, wholly dependent 
on the maintenance of certain material, physical 
conditions. His theory was thus in some danger of 
permitting - if it did not actually encourage - 
denial of the existence of God and of the immor¬ 
tality of the soul; and with this denial, in Berkeley’s 
opinion, religion fell, and dragged morality after it. 

Finally, it is clear, though it is less explicitly 
asserted, that Berkeley was utterly oppressed and 
repelled by the notion that the Universe is really a 
vast machine. Those metaphors of clocks and en¬ 
gines, wheels and springs, in wliichLocke delighted, 
inspired in Berkeley the utmost detestation. The 
world, he felt, could not be really like this - partic¬ 
ularly if, in order to maintain that it is, we have to 
assert that its actual appearance is delusive; that, 
in fact, the “visible beauty of creation” is to be 
regarded as nothing but a “false itnaginary 
glare”. Why should we deny the evidence of our 
senses, in order to believe that the Universe is so 
repulsive? 

Now Berkeley perceived - and it struck him as 
a revelation - what seemed to be a bold but beauti¬ 
fully simple means of eliminating, at one blow, all 
these horrors and absurdities. It was necessary only 
to deny the existence of Matter. For what would be 
the consequences of this? First, the actual course 
of our everyday experience would be quite un¬ 
affected. On Locke's own admission, we are never 
actually aware of anything but our own ideas; to 
deny the existence, then, of his “external objects”, 
material bodies, is not to take away anything that 
has ever entered into our experience, and is indeed 
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to leave quite undisturbed the opinions of un- 
philosophical men. But not'only so; it must also 
put an end to all sceptical questioning. For Locke 
was obliged to concede to the sceptic that our ideas 
might mislead us as to the character of things, 
precisely because he had regarded things as being 
something other than our ideas. But if instead we 
adopt the view that things - the ordinary objects 
of experience -- are just ‘‘collections of ideas”, it 
will then be manifestly impossible to suggest that 
things may not be as they appear to us, and even 
more so to suggest that their very existence is 
doubtful. If an orange is not an “external” material 
body, but a colleaion of ideas, then I may be - as 
of course any man of good sense actually is ~ 
entirely certain that it exists, and that it really has 
the colour, taste, texture, and aroma that I find in 
It. Doubts on so simple a point could only seem 
to arise as a result of the needless assertion that 
things exist, distinct from and in addition to the 
ideas we have. 

We may next sec how Berkeley counters two 
serious objections. First, must it not be admitted 
that our ideas have causes? We do not simply 
produce our ideas ourselves; they plainly come to 
us from some independent source; and what could 
this be, if not the “external objects” of Locke's 
theory? Now Berkeley admits that our ideas are 
caused; but to take them to be caused in the way 
supposed by Locke is, he holds, both needless and 
impossible. It is needless, for we can suppose them 
to be caused by God ; we can suppose that it is 
directly by the will of God that ideas occur in our 
minds as they do, with such admirable order and 
regularity. And it is in fact impossible, he holds, 
that they should be caused otherwise; for to cause 
is to act, and nothing is genuinely active but the 
will of an intelhgent being. 

But, it may secondly be objected, if Matter is 
denied, what becomes of physics? It is plainly im¬ 
possible to dismiss the discoveries of Newton and 
his fellows as mere moonshine; but Matter, in the 
form of particles or “corpuscles”, is precisely that 
of which they have discovered and proved so many 
of the properties. What is there for the laws of 
physics to hold true of, if there are really no ma¬ 
terial bodies? 

Berkeley's earhest reflections on this objection 
were rather evasive; but later, notably in the De 


Motu of 1721, he devised a strikingly ingenious 
reply in which, though riuming hopelessly against 
the main tendency of his age, he anticipated the 
ideas of many of our own contemporary philo¬ 
sophers of science. • He answered, in effect, that 
scientific theories are not true of anything at all. 
Certainly, if correct, they apply to the world of our 
experience, in that they enable us both to predict 
and in some degree to control its course; but their 
function is no more than that of predictive devices. 
The theory of the corpuscular structure of matter, 
for example, makes possible the exact mathematical 
expression of formulae, by the use of which we 
can make invaluable predictions; but there is no 
need to make the supposition that the corpuscles 
and particles of that theory actually exist. That 
there arc such corpuscles is a theoretically useful 
supposition; so long as it proves useful it should 
oentinue to be made; but it should never be re¬ 
garded as a hteral truth. Thus, the practice of 
science need not be disturbed by Berkeley’s doc¬ 
trines; it is necessary only for the scientist to own 
that he is not investigating “the nature of things”, 
but rather perfecting the formulation of predictive 
devices. 

It ought to be mentioned here also that, in the 
bchef that the errors of earlier thinkers, notably of 
Locke, had been due in part to hnguistic unclarity, 
Berkeley devoted the Introduction of his Principles 
to an investigation of language. In that passage he 
rather unfairly interprets Locke’s vague expres¬ 
sions always in their least favourable, most vulner¬ 
able sense. But his own insistence that the essence 
of language hes in its use, and on the concrete 
understanding of expressions in definite contexts, 
makes this one of his most original and stitnulatlng 
contributions to philosophy. 

Two of Berkeley's later works may be mentioned 
briefly. His Alciphron is a long work in dialogue 
form, in which the tenets of Anglican orthodoxy 
arc defended against various current types of “free- 
thinking” and deism. Though able enough, it 
suffers from the artificiality of the convention, and 
has httle interest now that the controversies which 
prompted it are dead. Berkeley’s last work was 
Siris, a very extraordinary production, in which a 
strangely rambling, ponderous, and speculative 
statement of some part of his earlier opinions leads 
on to an enquiry into the virtues of tar-water, a 
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mcdidnc which Berkeley made popular, and for 
the promotion of which he worked in his later 
years with almost eccentric zeal. 

Berkeley’s main work was slow to exert any 
influence on philosophy, though his limited first 
work on vision became fairly well known. His 
criticisms of Locke were for the most part power¬ 
ful and weU-taken; and the transition to his own 
remarkable doctrine of a theoccntric, non-material 
universe, whose esse was percipi (which existed 
because it was perceived), and in which human 
beings were conceived of as conversing directly 
with the mind of God, was at least a triumph of 
ingenuity. But this doctrine was too extraordinary 
to be taken seriously; the fact that, so far as actual 
experience went, he could represent it as coinciding 
with the customary views of ordinary people was 
felt, rightly, to be not enough to make it actually 
the same; and Berkeley was not welcomed as the 
defender of common sense. Even his criticism of 
Locke was deprived of much of its effect, since it 
appeared to lead straight into a position still less 
defensible; and his philosophy of science was then 
much less acceptable than it would be, if it were 
propounded today. It was then generally accepted 
that physical theory was merely a kind of extension 
of ordinary observation, revealing truths of just 
the same kind as those of common experience. 
Today this has become somewhat difficult to be¬ 
lieve; but to deny it then was probably felt, rightly 
enough in Berkeley’s case, to constitute a veiled 
attempt to undermine the physicist’s prestige. There 
is no doubt that this was Berkeley’s intention; he 
had the bad luck to detest the “scientific world¬ 
view”, at a time when that view was in the first 
flush of its ascendancy. 

Today the ordinary student of Berkeley is most 
likely to regard him as a pioneer of phenomenal¬ 
ism. It is certainly true that it was part of his 
doctrine to maintain that material objects were - 
c ould be reduced to, or analysed as sets or collec¬ 
tions of ideas as he said, of sense-data as his succes¬ 
sors would say. This is, moreover, the classic 
rejoinder to theories of “indirect” perception, such 
as Locke had classically expounded. It must, how¬ 
ever, not be forgotten that Berkeley, unlike his 
recent successors, was not engaged in cool and 
neutral philosophical analysis. His phenomenalism 
was, in his hands, primarily an ontological thesis; 


he genuinely wished to deny that matter exists 
that there are any really material things. He was 
happy, indeed, to believe that ordinary opinion, 
could be so analysed as to conform with his on¬ 
tology, and he believed that they ought to be under¬ 
stood in that way. He was, however, consciously 
and deliberately, as Locke had been almost inad¬ 
vertently, a metaphysician, not merely an analyst. 

It was remarked above that the result of Berke¬ 
ley’s ingenious attempt to unify metaphysics and 
common sense is unstable. This instability may be 
located in his use, adopted from Locke, of the term 
“idea”. Berkeley’s use of this term (like Locke’s) is 
not so much ambiguous as insufficiently determi¬ 
nate. When he wishes to bring out the common 
sense aspect of his doctrine, he stresses that he 
means by “ideas” the things that we perceive; when 
he speaks as an ontologist, affirming that esse is 
percipi and that matter docs not exist, he insists that 
ideas arc “only in the mind”. It seems likely that, 
if his use of this term were more closely scrutinized 
and made more precise, his theory would become 
not so much less plausible, as almost impossible to 
state. In so far as it depends on fluidity at this key 
point, it docs not stand firm. (g.j.w.) 

Black, Max (1909- ). He was born in Russia but 
obtained his formal education in England, and 
since 1940 has been teaching philosophy in the 
USA. He is at present Professor of Philosophy at 
Cornell University. Black’s major professional in¬ 
terests arc in the foundations of logic and mathe¬ 
matics, the theory of knowledge, and the philo¬ 
sophies of language and of science. The temper of 
his thought is empirical and analytical, and he has 
been a vigorous defender of both common sense 
and scientific knowledge against various forms of 
hostile criticism. Although his outlook has been 
influenced by Russell, Moore and the Logical 
Positivists, he has nonetheless been an acute critic 
of various doctrines advocated by these thinkers. 
Moreover, while he has been a prominent expo¬ 
nent of the linguistic method of philosophic anal¬ 
ysis associated with Wittgenstein, he has not been 
an orthodox follower of this approach, cither in 
his use of the method of linguistic analysis or in his 
choice of problems to which he has appHed the 
method. On the contrary, Black has been a philo- 
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sophical free lance, and has made iudidous use of 
a variety of intellectual techniques in his discussions 
of a wide range of specific issues. 

Black has stressed the importance of examining 
philosophical questions with attention carefully 
fixed on the context that determines the meanings 
of the terms entering into the formulation of those 
questions. He has tried to show that many tradi¬ 
tional philosophical puzzles (such as the problem 
whether one can know that other minds exist, or 
the problem of demonstrating in wholesale fashion 
the validity of inductive inferences) are spurious, 
largely because the statements of these questions 
violate this requirement of contextual analysis. 
However, he has not yet pubhshed any systematic 
treatment either of the philosophy of language or 
of science, although he has made important con- 
strurtivc analyses of a number of concepts funda¬ 
mental to these subjects. In particular, he has not 
only produced searching critiques of various tra¬ 
ditional and recent philosophies of induction; he 
has also outlined an inductive procedure for vali¬ 
dating principles of inductive reasoning without 
invoking question-begging assumptions. (e.n.) 

Blanshard, Brand (1892- ). He is the most prom¬ 
inent American exponent of a viewpoint developed 
from the absolute idealism which flourished in 
Oxford in the earlier part of this century. His most 
important work is The Nature of Thought (1939); 
here he describes, partly in psychological, partly in 
logical terms the development of human thought. 
Thought can, and must, be described in psycho¬ 
logical terms, but we will not understand its devel¬ 
opment unless we see it as guided by a logical 
ideal. The logical ideal is a system, such as is con¬ 
ceived in the coherence theory of truth, in which 
all thoughts are necessarily connected with each 
other. We must seek necessity everywhere, and 
attempts to reduce it to the empirical, as in Hume*s 
theory of causation, or to the trivial, as in conven¬ 
tionalist or linguistic theories of the a priori, are 
subjected by Blanshard to sustained attack. 

(j.o.u.) 

Boethius, Anicius Manlius Severinus (c. 480- 
c. 524), born in Rome, into one of the great sena¬ 
torial families, the Gens Anicia. Boethius ac¬ 
cepted public service under Theodoric, the Ostro¬ 
goth ruler of Italy, and rose to high office. Later, 


as a result of political intrigue by his enemies he 
was disgraced and was executed. His most cele¬ 
brated work, the De Consolatione Philosophiae, was 
composed while he was in jail. 

Boethius’s importance in the history of philo¬ 
sophy, however, rests not only upon his authorship 
of the Consolation, but perhaps even more upon 
his effort to translate and transmit to the Latin 
West the collected wisdom of the Greeks. 

His declared intention was to translate and com¬ 
ment on all the works of Plato and Aristotle, but 
of this he achieved no more than the translation of 
the Aristotelian logical writings together with Por¬ 
phyry’s introductory Isagoge. For centuries, how¬ 
ever, these remained the only sources of direct 
access to Aristotle’s philosophy available to western 
thought. 

It is in his commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge 
that Boethius, though he elsewhere gives Aristo¬ 
tle’s solution, allows his own platonising sympa¬ 
thies to lead him into the famous formulation of 
the problem of Universal, “whether genera and 
species actually subsist or are found in the mind and 
intellect alone*’. This formulation proved both a 
starting point and a stumbling block in the con¬ 
troversy which played so large a part in early 
medieval philosophizing. 

Boethius was further instrumental in transmit¬ 
ting a knowledge of Greek scientific methodology 
by his translations and classification of the four 
mathematical disciplines. Arithmetic, Music, Geo¬ 
metry and Astronomy. This quadrivium of study 
which follows upon the trivium of Grammar, Rhet¬ 
oric and Dialectic provided a systematic approach 
by way of the “Seven Liberal Arts’* to education. 
Elaborated later by Cassiodorus and by Isidore of 
Seville, this arts curriculum survived the Dark 
Ages in the monastic and court schools of the 
West, to become fully established in the medieval 
university system. 

The authenticity of his theological writings is 
now fully accepted. In these Boethius again sets 
before his heirs a pattern of theological method 
and of the rigorous application of logic to the 
analysis of Christian doctrine which became a par¬ 
adigm for subsequent theologians. 

Lastly, it would be hard to exaggerate the im¬ 
portance of the De Consolatione Philosophiae in the 
history of European thought. No book was more 
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^widely read and it 'was early translated into the 
vernacular. 

The opening sections give, through the mouth 
of the lady Philosophy, the conventional answers, 
Stoic and Platonic, of pagan wisdom in reply to 
Boethius’s account of his misfortunes. Thereafter 
the Christian convictions of the author give a pos¬ 
itive dircaion to the argument and true goodness is 
found on analysis to consist only in union with 
God. There follows a discussion of the problem 
presented by the existence of evil in a world gov¬ 
erned by a benevolent providence and of the diffi¬ 
culty of establishing a relationship between the 
free human agent and the foreknowledge of 
God. 

The Consolation was both a vehicle for the 
transmission of ancient wisdom and a model for 
philosophizing for the next thousand years. 

Bonaventura (1221-1274) was the name given to 
John of Fidanza, canonized in 1482. Born in Italy, 
Bonaventura joined the Franciscan order and 
studied under Alexander of Hales in Paris. Here he 
later held the Franciscan Chair of Theology con¬ 
temporaneously with his Dominican counterpart, 
Thomas Aquinas. He died in 1274 while taking 
part in the Council of Lyons. 

His philosophical doctrines arc to be found 
mainly in his commentary on the Sentences of 
Peter Lombard and in the two short treatises, the 
Itinerarium Mentis in Deum and the De Reductione 
Artium ad Theologiam. 

Bonaventura’s work in Paris coincided with the 
debates occasioned by the impact of the full Aris¬ 
totelian corpus of scientific writings upon the 
West and the rising importance of Averroism in 
the Universities. His philosophical position can 
best be understood as a relatively conservative re¬ 
action on the part of a man who was primarily a 
theologian and a return to a systematic elaboration 
of the Platonising philosophical content which is 
to be found in the writings of Aqgustme. So we 
find the explicit and formulated presentation in 
Bonaventura of the typical Augustinian theses con¬ 
cerning man’s knowledge of God, the seminal 
reasons, the soul as a substance, and an illumina- 
tionist theory of knowledge. 

Bonaventura regards all true speculation as a 


search for God. This may begin with investigation 
of the physical world which bears the imprint of 
its Creator, the vestigia Dei, It is only in the study 
of himself, however, and in acquaintance with his 
own soul which is an image of God, imago Dei, 
that man can begin to achieve true knowledge. 
Exercising his memory, his understanding and his 
will, under the influence of divine illumination, 
man is led to the contemplation of God, not as a 
cause through His effects but immediately and 
ecstatically. 

Though Duns Scotus later became the official 
Doctor of the Franciscans, Bonaventura, the Doctor 
Seraphicus, is perhaps more truly characteristic of 
the deeply religious outlook of the Order. 

(j.G.D.) 

Boole, George (1815-1864), was bom in Lincoln, 
England. Though entirely self-educated, he became 
a mathematician of distinction and in 1849 was ap¬ 
pointed to the Chair of Mathematics at Queen’s 
College, Cork. Two years earlier, he had pub¬ 
lished a short book, The Mathematical Analysis of 
Logic, which has come to be regarded as the first sub¬ 
stantial step towards modem mathematical logic. 
An Investigation of the Laws of Thought, published 
in 1854, though better known, is important chiefly 
for Its application of Boole’s logical algebra to the 
theory of probability. 

Earlier mathematicians, in particular Gregory 
and Peacock, had shown that algebraic method 
can be used to represent relations between entities 
other than numbers. The basic idea of Boole's logic 
is the use of methods, substantially equivalent to 
those of ordinary algebra, to operate on variables, 
X, y, z, ,,. standing for classes and the symbols i 
and o standing respeaively for the universal class 
and the empty class (though the use of these terms 
was not introduced by Boole himself) In Boole’s 
symbolism, if “x” represents a class, say, the class 
of red things, “(i - x)” or "x” for short, stands for 
the complementary class of things that are not red. 
Operations corresponding to addition, subtraction 
and multiplication in ordinary algebra are intro¬ 
duced. If “x” stands for the class of red things and 
*‘y" for the class of square things, then “xy” stands 
for the product of the two classes, tlic things that 
are both red and square. And ”x -f y” stands for 
the class of things that arc cither red or square but 
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not both. (This exclusive sense of “+** distin¬ 
guishes Boole’s algebra from most later versions.) 

With this notation we can represent a limited 
class of statements of logical importance. For 
example: 

All men are mortal 

becomes: 

X (i ~ 7) == o or xp = o 

(that is, “the class of men who arc not mortal is 
empty”.) 

Moreover, we can combine these expressions 
and operate on them in accordance with the rules 
of the algebra to derive other expressions from 
them and so solve problems involving logical re¬ 
lations between classes. These include the simple 
syllogism of classical logic as well as other much 
more complex problems. 

In another application of the algebra to hypo¬ 
thetical propositions, Boole came near to discov¬ 
ering the truth-table technique later developed by 
C. S. Pcircc and modem logicians. Boole’s ideas 
were developed by later workers, in particular, by 
Schroder, and the study of Boolean algebra is a 
recognized branch of modern mathematics. 

(d.j.o’c.) 

Bosanquet, Bernard (1848-1923), born in Aln¬ 
wick, England. He gave up his Oxford teaching in 
1881 to devote the rest of his life to writing and to 
social work. He was the last British philosopher to 
work out a complete system of philosophy cover¬ 
ing all types of human experience. His work was 
influenced mainly by Hegel and was based on the 
conception of individuality understood as the har¬ 
mony of a variety of differences, the individual as 
“concrete universal”, in contrast with the “abstract 
universal” found in scientific reasoning operating 
by general laws and the elimination of differences. 
This notion of individuality he found expressed in 
human persons, in works of art, in the State, and 
supremely in the Absolute as the final fde^ tran¬ 
scending and unifying aU these subordinate “con¬ 
crete universals”. 

Late in his life he fell more under the influence 
of F. H. Bradley and became more doubtful about 
the power of reason, to grasp the unities met with 
in experience. The individuality of a person or 
picture required the conception of a type of unity 
in which the variety could not be so clearly distin¬ 


guished nor the elements so rationally related as 
Hcge! had supposed. (j.d.m.) 

Bradley, Francis Herbert (1846-1924), English 
philosopher. A research Fellow of Merton College, 
he lived the whole of his adult life at Oxford. He 
suffered from poor health and was naturally retiring 
and reserved, and he devoted himself completely 
to philosophical tliinking and writing. He wrote 
in a brilliant and trenchant style, with a force and 
vigour seldom equalled in English philosophy. 

He was influenced in his youth by Hegel and 
the German logicians who followed him, but his 
philosophy was uniquely his own. 

In his first book, Ethical Studies, he criticizes utili¬ 
tarian theories from a Hegelian angle and works 
out a theory of self-realisation which is also Hegel¬ 
ian in its general design. The self is to be realised 
in self-conscious membership of the state (which is 
understood as an organic unity of spiritual beings) 
and not in isolated self-cultivation. The essay in 
this volume entitled “My Station and its Duties” 
is indeed the best short statement in English of the 
Hegelian conception of morality. But in the next 
essay “Ideal Morality” Bradley passes beyond these 
Hegelian concepts of rational unity and of moral 
right as supremely embodied in Law and the State. 
Many fields such as science and art and philosophy 
itself provide moral ends and fields of self-rea^a- 
tion independent of national frontiers and civic 
allegiance; and in the last resort morality itself is 
unintelligible and internally incomplete and attains 
its completeness only by moving on into religion. 

In Principles of Logic Bradley next worked out a 
complete survey of logical forms shewing how 
each Ends its place in the hierarchy of human 
reason. But he emphasized at every point that all 
these forms arise from a basic experience of imme¬ 
diate feeling whose unity they all fail to express. 
They all therefore involve an element of unavoid¬ 
able subjeaivity and error. 

Appearance and Reality, which followed the 
is Bradley’s greatest work. Here, in the first part, 
he subjects to a relentless dialectical criticism all the 
general categories of human thought and expe¬ 
rience. In arguments reminiscent of Zeno of Elea 
and of Kant’s antinomies, he shows that quality 
and relation, substance and cause, space and time. 
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self and object, are all of them, if taken as real, 
beset by insoluble contradictions and must there¬ 
fore be dismissed as “appearance”. The absolute 
reality must have a nature which transcends all 
these categories. Relations are grounded in the na¬ 
ture of their terms, and no term can be understood 
apart from its relations. Whether relations are re¬ 
garded as completely external (in an atomism such 
as Russell’s) or as completely internal (as in the 
monadology of Leibniz), they fail to satisfy the 
demands of reason. Thus the whole relational mode 
of tliinking - and in the end all modes of thinking 
are in one way or another relational - cannot claim 
to attain knowledge of reality. Reality must have 
a type of imity unlike anything in our worlds of 
rational thought, a unity above and beyond rela¬ 
tions, a unity to whose nature only the undifferen¬ 
tiated unity of feeling gives any clue. This absolute 
rcahty differentiates itself into fmite centres of expe¬ 
rience which however cannot be identified with 
human persons because of the element of time 
which infects all human life. In the second part of 
Appearance and Reality it is argued that each cate¬ 
gory of human experience, whose final inadequa¬ 
cy had been demonstrated in the first part, must 
somehow find a place in the real, though taken 
up and transmuted in it; and each of them has 
a degree of reality corresponding to the extent 
to which it is comprehensive and self-consistent. 

In his later work Bradley did not go back on his 
fundamental metaphysical position and the supra- 
rational and even mystical or rehgious view of the 
real to which it leads. At the time of his death he 
was working on a long essay on relations, of which 
the incomplete draft published in the posthumous 
volume of his Collected Essays gives the best expo¬ 
sition available of this central part of his philosophy. 
But he developed steadily the positive argument 
of the second part of Appearance and Reality by 
emphasizing more strongly the partial truth to be 
found in the various logical and epistemological 
categories which many of his readers thought he 
had intended totally to destroy, and by elabora¬ 
ting his theory of degrees of truth. Each of 
tlicse categories is now justified in its own sphere 
and degree; what is resisted is the claim of 
any one of them to be (or to be the model 
for) the whole truth. At the same time, and no 
doubt for similar reasons, his work became less 


polemical and his style more mellow and tolerant. 

Bradley’s position in the history of philosophy 
is thus a curious one. He was probably the only 
first-rank philosopher England produced in the 
nineteenth century; and in brilliance and acuteness 
his only previous rival was Home. Yet his in¬ 
fluence was slight and his followers few. This was 
partly because he came at the end of the idealist 
movement, and partly because he was a very un¬ 
orthodox representative of it, so that the few later 
idcahsts looked back not to him but to Hegel for 
their inspiration. There are indeed strands in recent 
theology which recall his metaphysical position, 
but they do not seem to have had any links with 
his work. Though his main tenets have won little 
acceptonce he can still be read with profit for three 
reasons: first for the vigour and effectiveness of his 
style; secondly, because his devastating criticisms 
of utilitarian, associationist, individualist, and prag¬ 
matist theories remain of use against such tend¬ 
encies, which are liable to tempt each new genera¬ 
tion of philosophical students ; thirdly because his 
work in philosophical psychology on such subjects 
as memory, imagination, and introspection has 
permanent importance. (j.d.m.) 

Braithwaite, Richard Bevan (1900- ), English 
philosopher, formerly Knightbridgc Professor of 
Moral Philosophy in the University of Cambridge; 
since 1924 a Fellow of King’s College, Cam¬ 
bridge, where he studied first physics, then math¬ 
ematics, and then philosophy. Though mainly a 
philosopher of science, he has also been interested 
in giving an account of religious belief which 
would make it tenable for the thoroughgoing em¬ 
piricist, and in putting moral choice on a rational 
basis by applying the mathematical theory of 
games to conflict-situations. This use of the theory 
of games developed by statisticians is the chief 
innovation in his main work Sdentijic Explanation^ 
where he draws on it for “the prudential policy” 
for making choices between statistical hypotheses; 
this provides a rejection procedure, and so guar¬ 
antees that probability statements have an empir¬ 
ical meaning, by allowing them to be provisionally 
refutable by experience, the rejection being subject 
to revision after each new series of tests. This pro¬ 
cedure is unnecessary for the limiting case, that of 
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universal statements, which arc of course open to 
conclusive refutation (by a single counter-instance). 
In the same book he explains the use of “models”, 
theoretical concepts, and mathematical reasoning 
in scientific theories, and also discusses the status 
of laws of nature. (r.hall) 

Brentano, Franz, (1838-1916), German-Austrian 
philosopher, who made important contributions 
to philosophical psychology. Born in the Rliine- 
land, Brentano became a Professor of Philosophy 
at the Catholic University of Wiirzburg, but re¬ 
signed his chair and his priesthood after the declara¬ 
tion of Papal Infallibility in 1871. He accepted a 
philosophical chair at Vienna, but resigned it in 
1880, returning later as an instructor. His last years 
were spent in Florence. His two most important 
works arc Psychology from the Empirical Standpoint 
(published 1874, second edition 1911)* and The 
Origin of Ethical Knowledge (published 1889), which 
influenced Moore in writing Principia Ethica. His 
posthumously published work is considerable and 
valuable. 

In his Psychology Brentano is out to provide a 
“psychognosy”, that is a logical geography of 
mental concepts, which will serve as an indispen¬ 
sable preliminary to an empirical psychology. He 
assumes without question that the world contains 
two sorts of “phenomena”, the physical and the 
“psychical”, and seeks to find (<i) some feature or 
features which will be distinctive of “psychic phe¬ 
nomena”; (h) certain “basic classes” into which 
psychic phenomena may be divided. 

As regards the differentiae of the psychical, Bren¬ 
tano holds these to be (a) “intcntionality” or direct- 
edness to objects; (b) direct and inerrant revelation 
to an “inner perception”, which is one with the 
act perceived. By the term “intcntionality” (de¬ 
rived from the Scholastic esse intentionale) Brentano 
means what is revealed by the fact that most mental 
verbs arc senseless (or only elliptically significant) 
in the absence of appropriate object^xpressiom, 
which state what the mental activity expressed by 
the verb is concerned with. Thus if I am said to 
observe, my observation is for example of a house 
or a tree; if I am said to doubt, my doubt is, for 
example about the equality of 2 2 to 4; if I am 

said to be pleased, there must be something 1 am 
pleased with, etc. etc. In his second edition Bren¬ 


tano makes the all-important point that intcntion¬ 
ality is not a relation between the mind and an 
object: it is merely relational or relationlike (relative 
Hch). A relation to an X would entail that an X 
existed, whereas a mental directedness to an X 
usually does not. What is distinctive of Brentano*s 
position is that he thinks this “relationlikcness” is 
ultimate and needs no further analysis. 

In his classification of Mental Phenomena Bren¬ 
tano admits only three Ground-Classes: (a) Pre¬ 
sentations (Vorstellungen) in which some object is 
simply present to mind; (b) Judgments, in which 
something is accepted as real or factual, or rejected 
as the reverse; (r) Phenomena of Love and Hate, 
that is cases of affcctive-conative acceptance or re¬ 
jection. In the case of (a) there is no distinction 
of correctness or incorreemess, but in the case of 
(b) there is such a distinction, the criterion of which 
is an inward self-evidence (Evidenz). In regard to 
(r) Brentano holds that certain acts of liking, dis¬ 
liking or preferring have an inwardly self-justifying 
character which mediates the knowledge of what 
is absolutely good, evil or better. Pleasure, for 
example, is absolutely good. (j n-f ) 

Broad, Charlie Dunbar (1887-1971), English 
philosopher, Fellow of Trinity College, Cam¬ 
bridge, and Knightbridge Professor of Moral 
Philosophy 1933-53. Earlier, after lecturing at 
St Andrews and Dundee, he was Professor of 
Philosophy at Bristol. Strongly influenced by 
many previous Cambridge philosophers, in¬ 
cluding Russell and Moore as well as W. E. 
Johnson and McTaggart (whose main work he 
subjected to an intensive three-volume exam¬ 
ination), he owed little to foreign influences, 
and nothing at aU to Wittgenstein, who influ¬ 
enced most Cambridge philosophers profoundly. 
His original training in the physical sciences, com¬ 
bined with a cool and cautious temperament, 
governed his whole approach to philosophy, in 
which he never expected or claimed to reach con¬ 
clusions that have certainty, but only those that 
have the balance of probabilities in their favour; 
indeed he often avoided committing himself to any 
particular conclusion, being content to set out the 
relative merits and demerits of competing theories. 
Broad claimed for himself neither the task of con¬ 
struction nor of demolition, but “at most the 


56 



Butler 


humbler (yet useful) power of stating difficult 
things clearly and not too superficially**. While 
admitting that speculative philosophy, which 
reaches general conclusions about the nature of the 
universe, has value, especially if like British Idea¬ 
lism it takes in social, moral, aesthetic, and religious 
considerations, he regarded it as not for him. Not 
only did he deny finality even to future speculative 
systems, but he doubted that any attempt to 
construct one could be profitable without there 
first being a considerable advance in critical philo¬ 
sophy, the two main tasks of which arc (i) ‘*to 
analyse and define the concepts which arc used in 
daily life and in the special sciences**, such as place, 
person, cause, matter, change and perception, and 
having done this (2), to criticise the fundamental 
propositions which contain them. Ihis type of 
philosophy makes progress, according to Broad, 
in so far as it replaces vague and instinctive beliefs 
by clear and analysed beliefs which have stood up 
to criticism. In carrying out parts of critical pliilo- 
sophy in this sense in a scries of large books, some 
giving particular attention to the concepts of 
physics, his actual procedure had been for the most 
part the careful dissection of existing theories and 
possible alternatives and of the arguments for and 
against them, as for example in The Mind and its 
Place in Nature, where seventeen different theories 
of the relation between mind and matter are con¬ 
sidered, the one most favoured being one type of 
“emergent materialism**. In this book and other 
writings Broad took an interest in psychical 
research: though not prepared to accept the pos¬ 
sibility of immortality in the sense of survival 
(which he considered at length), he regarded the 
alleged paranormal phenomena as due to the per¬ 
sistence after death of a “psychic factor**, which 
had previously formed with the brain and nervous 
system a compound of which mentality was an 
emergent quality. Broad also wrote on ethics, 
though here his interpretations of some great philo¬ 
sophers and the importance he ascribed to the 
work of H. Sidgwick arc highly questionable. 
His greatest achievement, and the most difficult to 
follow, was his monumental work on McTaggart, 

(r.hall) 

Bttdcr Joseph, (1692-1752), Bishop, holds a lasting¬ 
ly important place in English moral philosophy 


and philosophy of religion. His ethical thought is 
contained primarily in his Fifteen Sermons (1726) 
and his Dissertation upon the Nature of Virtue: his 
philosophy of religion in The Analogy of Religion 
(1736), to which the Dissertation was an appendix. 
These two sides of Butler*s thought are most 
closely interconnected; for conscience is not only 
the crucial concept of his ethics, but it also pro¬ 
vides an impressive disclosure of the being and 
nature of God. Virtue, to Butler, is natural to 
man, vice a violation of our nature, a kind of self- 
mutilation. Human nature is a complex structure 
that Butler likens to a watch with intricately co¬ 
operating parts, to a political constitution, and to a 
body with its component members. The full real¬ 
ising of this nature (and the attainment of virtue) 
involve the hierarchial subordination of its various 
elements under conscience. The promptings of 
hunger and thirst, appetition of all kinds, form the 
base of the hierarchy, as Butler conceives it. This 
group of “particular passions*’ is disciplined and 
regulated by benevolence - concern for the good 
of others - and by self-love ~ thought of not as the 
indulging of the passions, but as the control and 
management of them with a view to one’s long¬ 
term, total well-being. Butler denied that self-love 
and benevolence were mutually antagonistic prin¬ 
ciples; indeed, the policies they initiate tend to 
coincide - for the most part in this world, and 
perfectly hereafter. Conscience is an essentially re¬ 
flective and rational principle. It refuses to reduce 
all duties to one alleged supreme duty such as the 
production ot the general happiness; our duties are 
multiple; and only God, with his synoptic and 
omniscient view, could afford to play the utilita¬ 
rian. A measure of agnosticism pervades Butler’s 
thought on account of his strong sense of human 
ignorance (the Fifteenth Sermon is devoted to this 
theme). Perhaps the most memorable features of 
his ethical thought, however, are the many shrewd 
analyses that make up his moral psychology; ana¬ 
lyses of such concepts as forgiveness, resentment, 
self-deceit, compassion. Particularly effective 
among these arc his arguments against Hobbes* 
egoistic interpretation of pity. 

The Analogy of Religion was conceived as an 
answer to deism. The deists held that a natural 
and rational religion escaped a great many intrac¬ 
table difficulties that beset a religion based on al- 
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legcd revelation. But Butler maintained that ana¬ 
logous difficulties belong to both spheres, although 
they arc decisive against neither. “The design”, he 
wrote, “of the following treatise will be to show, 
that the several parts principally objected against 
in this moral and Christian dispensation... arc 
analogous to what is experienced in the constitu¬ 
tion and course of Nature, Or Providence ; that the 
objections themselves which arc alleged against the 
former, arc no other than what may be alleged 
with hke justice against the latter, where they arc 
found in fact to be inconclusive ...” As this sug¬ 
gests, Butler docs not claim a priori certainty for 
his apologetic, but a probability high enough, he 
beheves, to satisfy faith. (r.w.h.) 

C 

Cajetan, Thomas de Vio, (1468-1534), born at 
Gacta, Italy, died in Rome. He was Dominican Mas¬ 
ter-General, later Cardinal. The classical commen¬ 
tator on the Summa Theologica of Thomas Aqui¬ 
nas, he combined scholasticism and humanism, an 
extraordinary ability to pursue detailed abstraction 
and a robust common sense. His criticism of 
Scotism brought him to the problem of analogy, 
the use of the same name for different objects in 
more than a purely equivocal or metaphorical 
sense. He distinguished two proper types. The first 
is the analogy of attribution based on a causal 
connection ; here the concept is attributed formally 
and intrinsically to the primary analogatc, and to 
the others by an external designation, denominatio 
extrinseca. The second is analogy of proportionality; 
a pair of concepts proportionately similar are at¬ 
tributed formally to all the analogates. Only this, 
he held, meets the requirements of metaphysical 
thinking, and most Thomists have agreed with 
him, including the influential John of St Thomas 
(1589-1644). But not Francis Sylvester of Ferrara 
(1474-1528), his successor as Master-General and 
the author of the classical commentary on the 
Summa Contra Gentiles, who now leads a growing 
minority who would vindicate the dignity of at- 
tributional analogy in the light of causality, (t.g.) 

Cambridge Platonists* A group of English philo¬ 
sophical theologians, for the most part centred on 
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Cambridge and predominantly Puritan, they wrote 
and preached in the later seventeenth century. Best 
known among them are Ralph Cudworth, 
Richard Cumberland, Henry More, Benjamin 
Whichcotc, John Smith and Joseph Glanvill. 

Their writings contain a mass of erudition, philo¬ 
sophical, mystical, ancient and “modern”, often 
uncritically employed and on the whole lacking in 
rigorous logical coherence. The thought of Plato, 
in particular, is seldom accurately differentiated 
from the speculations of neoplatonists. None¬ 
theless, the Cambridge Platonists made a consid¬ 
erable impact on the history of ideas, in epistem¬ 
ology and ethics as well as in theology. They 
attempted to disengage theological thinking from 
the polemics of the reformation and the earlier 
seventeenth century: to restore the emphasis upon 
religion as above all else a way of Uving, to give 
primacy to religious experience - often to mys¬ 
tical experience - instead of to doctrinal and crcdal 
controversy or to priest and ritual. To Henry 
More, who was most in sympathy with mysticism, 
the path to knowledge of God was not chiefly by 
the way of learning but by way of moral purifica¬ 
tion, a view that carries echoes of Plotinus. Joseph 
Glanvill’s The Vanity of Dogmatizing is in the main 
a repudiation of intellectual pretention and arro¬ 
gance, whether among the over-revered Ancients, 
in the scholastics or in moderns infected with the 
same vice. Real understanding, to Glanvill, starts 
only from a wholesome scepticism. The Platonists 
had themselves, however, a humble confidence in 
reason. Whichcote repeatedly reminded his reader 
that reason is “the candle of the Lord”. Irrational¬ 
isms indeed, were as much part of their target as 
scholasticism; and the reconciling of reason and 
revelation - as distinct from the sacrificing of either 
in favour of the other - was the dominant aim of 
their work. The controversial issue to which they 
were most singlc-mindcdly devoted was undoubt¬ 
edly the refutation of the philosophy of Hobbei. 
Against his claim that matter and motion were 
adequate concepts for a philosophy of nature, Cud- 
worth protested: “... as if there were not as much 
reality in fancy and consciousness as there is in local 
motion”. The activity of mind, the reality of non- 
corporeal spirit, were thus strenuously argued for 
by the Platonists against all brands of materialism. 
More insisted that spirit must be thought of as 



extended, for otherwise it seemed to lack full re¬ 
ality. In pursuit of this view, he made infinite exten¬ 
sion an attribute of God. Also against Hobbes, the 
Platonists denied that moral obligation was created 
by divine or by human authority. Moral right and 
wrong, good and bad, they claimed, arc ‘'eternal 
and immutable'*, the products of no decrees, orders 
or agreements. (r.w.h.) 

Carnap, Rudolf (1891-1970), born in Germany. 
He taught philosophy at the University of Vienna 
and later at the German University in Prague, but 
left Europe in 1936 for the USA, where he was 
Professor of Philosophy at the University of Chi¬ 
cago and from 1954 at the University of California 
in Los Angeles. He is generally acknowledged to 
be the leading exponent of logical empiricism 
(or positivism), the internationally influential phOo- 
sophical movement that originated with the 
Vienna Circle, This was an informal discussion 
group of scientifically oriented thinkers, who com¬ 
bined a sympathy for the anti-metaphysical pos¬ 
itivism of the Viennese physicist-philosopher Madb 
with the cultivation of logical analysis as practised 
by Russell and the early Wittgenstein. Carnap 
was a member of this group for some years; and 
eventually he served as co-editor ofErkenntnis, the 
semi-official organ of logical empiricism, until it 
became a casualty of the Second World War. He 
still continued to be an editor of the International 
EmyclopeJia of Unified Science, an incompleted 
scries of monographs designed by the late Otto 
Neurath, another member of the Vienna Circle, 
to exhibit the essential methodological unity of 
the major scientific disciplines and to expound 
their foundations from the perspective of logical 
empiricism. 

Carnap was a prolific contributor to the 
theory of knowledge, mathematical logic, the phi¬ 
losophy of science, and the foundations of proba¬ 
bility and induaioiL His writings are a large store 
house of ingenious technical analyses and innova¬ 
tions, they reveal an uncommon gift for architec¬ 
tonic construction, and they arc models of formal 
precision and clarity. They also exhibit Carnap's 
readiness to revise his ideas repeatedly. For al¬ 
though the basic scientihe and anti-metaphysical 
temper of his thought had not changed over the 
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years, his detailed views on many issues did 
undergo important alterations. 

One of Carnap's long-standing concerns was 
the construction of an adequate criterion of 
cognitively meaningful discourse. He first adopted 
and developed a stringent form of what is com¬ 
monly called “the verifiability theory of meaning”. 
He maintained, in effect, that the meaning of a 
sutement consists in the sensory or introspective 
data which establish the statement directly and 
conclusively. However, although it can readily be 
shown that on this criterion metaphysical utter- 
cnccs whose alleged content transcends the domain 
of possible experience arc nonsensical (and not even 
false), Carnap soon recognized that the criterion 
also rules out as meaningless most if not all scien¬ 
tific statements. For various technical reasons he 
also came to view as unpromising the task he had 
set for himself (in his first major book, Der Logische 
Aufbau der Welt, 1928) of indicating in detail how 
every purportedly factual statement may be trans¬ 
lated into statements about sense-data; and he even¬ 
tually came to doubt the feasibility of such trans¬ 
lations even into the language of everyday affairs 
and experimental physics. He subsequently sought 
to develop a more liberal version of the verifi¬ 
ability criterion of cognitive significance, one 
which could be a guide in constructing symbolic 
systems that arc required in theoretical science but 
which would also help to demarcate metaphysical 
vagary from genuine scientific hypothesis. The 
general import of Carnap's proposed criterion was 
that a statement is meaningful if, and only if, the 
statement itself or some of its logical consequences 
can be tested by sensory observation. 

Carnap's ideas on the province of philosophy 
underwent an analogous liberalization. In his 
important The Logical Syntax of Language (19^4), in 
wlfich he formulated some of his characteristic 
views on logic, mathematics and the philosophy of 
science in rich detail, he defined logical syntax as 
the study of how the signs in a language are related 
to one another in virtue of their purely structural 
properties. He maintained that the laws of logic 
and mathematics make no assertions about any sub¬ 
ject matter, but arc simply linguistic structures 
whose a priori necessity within the language in 
which they occur is derived entirely firom the con¬ 
ventionally instituted syntactical rules governing 


59 



Cassirer 


the use of that language. Moreover, he declared 
that philosophical controversies are usually gen¬ 
erated by the confusion of ‘‘pseudo-object” state¬ 
ments (such as the claim that time extends infinitely 
in both directions, which he held equivalent to the 
syntactical statement about signs that any positive 
or negative real-number expression can be used as 
a time-coordinate) with genuine statements about 
some non-linguistic subject matter. He therefore 
concluded that philosophy should be identified 
with the logical syntax of the language of science. 
This recommendation apparently made illegiti¬ 
mate any consideration of the relations of signs to 
what they represented, and in particular outlawed 
any analysis of what is meant by factual truth. 
However, as was made evident by the work of 
Alfred Tarski, it is possible to develop a precise 
theory of semantics, which is concerned with the 
relations of signs to what they signify; and indeed, 
Carnap eventually made important contributions 
to this branch of logical analysis. In any event, he 
now enlarged his earlier conception of the scope 
of philosophy, and identified the latter (using the 
terminology of Charles Morris) with the semi- 
otical analysis of the structure of cognitive dis¬ 
course. 

Carnap's main preoccupation during later years 
was with the technical development of the 
logic of inductive inference. On his view, state¬ 
ments such as ‘‘It is highly probable on the available 
evidence that Smith is guilty as charged” cannot be 
explicated in terms of empirically ascertainable rel¬ 
ative frequencies in some class of repeatable events, 
as can be done for a statement like “The probability 
of obtaining heads with a fair coin is one-half” 
(which in effect asserts that in a long series of tosses 
a coin falls uppermost about half the time). In 
statements of the first type, Carnap believed, the 
word “probable” refers to a logical relation bet¬ 
ween the evidence and the hypothesis based upon 
it. Since it is this logical sense of probability that 
Carnap thought is the relevant one in evaluating 
the weight of the evidence for some conclusion in 
inductive inquiries, he attempted to construct 
an explicit symbolism for this logical relation, and 
also devised a variety of numerical measures for 
degrees of logical probability. However, although 
Carnap had already erected an imposing structure 
of ideas and theorems on this subject, the structure 


was not completed, and its eventual value for 
scientific practice remains an open question. 

(H.K,) 

Cartesianism, see Descartes. 

Cassirer, Ernst (1874-1945) built up his original 
reputation as an historian of philosophy, especially 
of that of the seventeenth century, and as a philo¬ 
sopher of science; but in his last years, which he 
spent in the United States, his original philosophical 
work came to be highly valued there and his in¬ 
fluence can be traced in the writings of American 
philosophers such as S. K. Langer and C. W. 
Hendel. He was a product of the famous neo- 
Kantian school of Marburg and spent most of his 
teaching life at Berlin and Hamburg; but on the 
advent to power of the Nazis he moved first to 
England, then to Sweden and finally to the United 
States. He never rejected the Kantian philosophy 
which he learnt at Marburg, though he developed 
it. Kant had taught that human experience was 
conditioned by the categories, the forms of thought 
under which all phenomena were subsumed; in 
his Philosophy of Symbolic Forms Cassirer maintained 
that in addition to the Kantian categories inform¬ 
ing scientific thought there arc also forms of myth¬ 
ical thinking, historical thinking and everyday 
practical thinking, which could be brought to hght 
by the study of the forms of expression in language. 
Each of these kinds of thinking is valid in its own 
right, and though scientific thought is a later de¬ 
velopment than mythical thought the latter is not 
merely primitive science. Cassirer's thought is dif¬ 
ficult and expressed at very great length; his works 
all contain long and learned discussions of the 
linguistic, anthropological and philosophical work 
of his predecessors. (j.o.u.) 

Categories. Aristotle borrowed “categoria” 
firom legal parlance, where it meant “accusation”, 
and stretched it to mean anything that could be 
asserted truly or falsely of anything. If we complete 
“Socrates is...” widi any noun or adjective, or 
“Socrates...” with a verb, we ascribe a predicate to 
Socrates. Aristotle saw that predicates are of different 
types. To say of what kind Socrates is, for example a 
man or an animal, is very different from saying mere¬ 
ly where or how heavy he is. Aristotle distingui¬ 
shed several ultimate predicate-types or Categories. 
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I, Kind, for example . a man”. 

а. Quality, for example .. pale”. 

3. Quantity or size, for example ”... six- 
foot”. 

4. Relation, for example ”... older than 
Plato”. 

5. Location, for example “.. . in Athens”. 

б. Time or date, for example .. in the fifth 
century b.c.”. 

7. Action, for example .. argues”. 

8. Undergoing, for example ”... being pros¬ 
ecuted”. 

Aristotle called several of his predicate-types 
after ordinary interrogatives, like What? Where? 
How big? and When? Any answer to ”What is 
.Socrates ?” specifies a Kind, any answer to “Where” 
a Location, and so on. All predicates of one type 
will answer, truly or falsely, one interrogative and 
will not answer any other interrogative. 

To most predicates, for example ”... laughs” or 
”... shrewd”, there correspond abstract nouns, 
like “Laughter” or “Shrewdness”. If we ask What, 
ultimately, is Laughter? or Shrewdness? or Slav¬ 
ery? the answer names the appropriate category. 
“Laughter is an Action”; “Shrewdness is a Qual¬ 
ity”; “Slavery is a Relation”. But not all abstraa 
noons correspond to predicates. “Possible” is not 
a predicate, for example, of Socrates, so we carmot 
ask to what category possibility belongs. Predicates 
of Kind, like ”... a man” and “gold” do not 
naturally yield abstract nouns. We speak of the 
brightness or remoteness of Venus, but not of her 
“heavenly bodihood”. Her brightness or remote¬ 
ness might alter or cease, but Venus could not 
become less or more of a body. If she ceased to be a 
body she would cease to be at all. 

Moreover, to find a particular instance of bright¬ 
ness we have to find a particular bright star or bright 
torch, etc. An instance of brighmess can be found 
only in a member of a Kind. But we find a speci¬ 
men of star or torch, just in finding a star or torch. 
Brightness is something that for example, this star 
possesses. But being a star is not something extra 
that this star also possesses - else the question “Of 
what Kind is it?” would arise again about the 
possessor of this postulated property of being a sur. 

What made Aristotle want to discriminate pre¬ 
dicate-types was perhaps partly this. When a thing 
alten, it ceases to be what it was. So, apparently, 


Chrysippus 

Socrates, who is getting warm, being no longer 
what he was, cannot still be a man or Xanthippe’s 
husband; which is absurd. To resolve this paradox 
it is helpful to be able to say that Socrates has 
changed from having one quality to having an¬ 
other, but this is not a change from one to another 
Kind, or from one to another Relation. We specify 
the general field of a change by specifying the 
category of the predicates between which the transi¬ 
tion is. Though Socrates is never continuously the 
same age, he is continuously a human being. Not 
everything is in flux. 

Kant gave to the word “category” a different 
philosophical use. For him a category is a structural 
principle exemplifiablc in scientifically ascertain¬ 
able facts. Thus all facts of the form “X’s happening 
was due to Y*s happening” come under the cat¬ 
egory of Cause and Effect. We know, before we 
fmd out the actual explanation of X, that there has 
to be an explanation with this structure. 

Today the word “category” is used by philo¬ 
sophers, if at all, for any supposedly ultimate type, 
without any settled convention about what it is a 
type of. Without ad hoc elucidations the word is 
therefore nowadays a vague one. (g.r.) 

Chance, see Probability, Libertarianism. 

Chrysippus, of Soli, Cilicia (c. 280-207 b.c.). He 
succeeded Clcanthes in 232 as third head of the 
Stoa. On coming to Athens about 260, he became 
a pupil in the Academy of Arcesilaus, from whom 
he acquired an extreme virtuosity in logic and 
dialectic. When converted to the Stoa, the School 
was suffering from divergent theories in the un¬ 
orthodox systems of Ariston and Herillus, and 
from a severe attack from Academic scepticism. 
Chrysippus, in an enormous literary output which 
displayed his dialectical power, repelled attacks and 
formulated in great detail what became the defm- 
itive system of stoicism, justly winning the title 
of Second Founder. He was not an original thinker; 
he exercised his skill in refurbishing the fundamen¬ 
tal doctrines of Zeno of Citium. “Give me the doc¬ 
trines”, he said with characteristic dry humour, “and 
1 shall supply the proofs”. But his relentless logic 
led to differences of detail most noticeable in his 
psychology and theory of knowledge. And as his 
logic drove him towards extreme positions, so the 


61 



Cicero 


paradoxes inherent in Stoicism were spotlighted. 
To his boast ^‘Without Chrysippus, there would 
have been no Stoa’*, Carneades, the most formid¬ 
able opponent of Stoicism, could answ^er, “With¬ 
out Chrysippus, there would have been no Car- 
ncades”. (i.g.k.) 

Cicero, Marcus Tullius (106-43 b.c.), Roman 
law^^er, politician and writer. Trained in philo¬ 
sophy from youth up, auditor and friend of the 
leading professors of the Academy, Stoa and Epi¬ 
curean School, he maintained his interest and 
reading during his busiest years in public life. In 
45, personal distress and political helplessness un¬ 
leashed his full energies on making Greek philo¬ 
sophy accessible in Latin literary form. Within the 
next two years appeared a long series of works in 
dialogue form which covered the various depart¬ 
ments of contemporary philosophy by expounding 
and criticising the doctrines of the three leading 
Schools. By temperament and training an Aca¬ 
demic sceptic, in ethics he followed and widened 
the eclecticism introduced to the Academy by 
Antiochus. He admired the noble ideals of stoic¬ 
ism; to Epictinis he was unsympathetic. He 
thought of himself as a translator (in some cases 
his source books can be traced, for example, to 
Clitomachus, Philo, Antiochus, Panaetius, Posido¬ 
nius), but he claimed the right of independent 
presentation and criticism. His aim was perhaps 
to naturalize Greek philosophy, as his predecessors, 
beginning with translations, had naturalized Greek 
literature; he thought with reason that the impact 
of his mastery of langiiage and style could initiate 
the process. The creator of a Latin philosophical 
vocabulary which was to become current, his in¬ 
fluence was immense, and he remains invaluable 
as a source for the three dominant Schools of his 
time. (i.g.k.) 

Clarke, Samuel (1675-1729), Fnglish philosopher 
who championed a Newtonian philosophy in op¬ 
position to the prevailing Cartesian climate of 
thought in the Cambridge of his day. In a famous 
correspondence with Leibniz, he maintained that 
space and time were infinite homogeneous en¬ 
tities, as against Leibniz’s claim that they were ul¬ 
timately relational. In A Discourse Concerning the 


Being and Attributes of God (the Boyle lectures, 
1704-5), he contended against “deniers of natural 
and revealed religion”, Hobbes and Spinoza 
being notable targets. Morality to Clarke is based, 
not on the sheer power or the command of God, 
nor upon “contracts” brought into being by human 
communities, but on independent and self-evident 
relations between situations and the kind of actions 
they demand. A mistaken moral judgment is of 
the same logical order as a contradiction in mathe¬ 
matical reasoning. Joseph Butler found this rather 
too abstract a presentation of moral philosophy. 
But the most powerful criticism came from 
Hutcheson and Hume, who denied that moral 
judgment lay in the perceiving of relations, or in 
the activity of reason alone. Clarke had neglected 
the crucial role of the feelings or passions, or, in 
the language of more recent approaches to morals, 
he failed to see that decisions about what ought to 
be the case cannot be logically deduced from 
statements about what is. (r.w.h.) 

Cohen, Morris R. (1880-1947), born in Russia. He 
emigrated to the United States as a boy, and from 
1912 until his retirement in 1938 taught philosophy 
at The College of the City of New York. He was 
one of the most acute and learned philosophical 
minds of his generation, and wrote extensively on 
logic, the philosophy of science, social and legal 
philosophy, and intellectual history. Many of his 
students whom he influenced eventually estab¬ 
lished careers for themselves not only as teachers of 
philosophy but also as distinguished members of 
the American bar and bench. 

Cohen w^as an outspoken naturalist in his gen¬ 
eral outlook, was a vigorous exponent of liberalism 
conceived as a faith in rational analysis, and he 
rejected every variety of supernatural and authori- 
urian interpretation of the universe and man’s 
place in it. He was a sharp critic of a priori rational¬ 
ism, whether of the Leibnizian, Kantian or 
Hegelian variety; and he carried on a life-long 
polemic against influential tendencies (especially in 
social and legal philosophy) to settle issues of con¬ 
crete fact or policy on the basis of purely formal 
considerations. Nevertheless, he subscribed in es¬ 
sentials to a philosophical realism that had been 
advocated by the early Ruuell, maintaining with 
the latter that philosophy, like the sciences, suc- 
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ceeds in making significant intellectual advances 
only when it grapples in piecemeal fashion with 
limited and clearly formulated problems. He 
was indefadgably critical of sensationalistic (or 
Humean) empiricism, which he identified with 
positivism, partly on the ground that its impHcit 
nominalism is incompatible with the ostensible fact 
that objective relational structures are discoverable 
in the flux of existence, and partly because it mis¬ 
conceives the nature and role of abstractions (or 
theoretical constructions) in scientific inquiry. 

Cohen believed that the truths of logic are about 
neither physical nor psychological processes, but 
that they formulate the absolute invariants ex¬ 
hibited by all possible objects. On the other hand, 
he construed the laws of the positive sciences to be 
expressions of relations which are invariant only 
under special types of changes and only in certain 
specialked domains. He therefore maintained that 
factual statements arc at best only contingently 
true, and are inherently incapable of a purely ra¬ 
tional demonstration. Accordingly, he recognized 
a fundamental polarity between what he called the 
rational and the empirical elements in existence; 
and his writings contain spirited criticisms of philo¬ 
sophies that ignore these as well as other polar 
aspects of nature. He expounded this principle of 
polarity in his major book, Reason and Nature 
(1931), which contains, in addition to an uncom¬ 
promising critique of anti-rational currents in con^ 
temporary philosophy, a generalized account of 
scientific method, and numerous analyses of philo¬ 
sophic issues that are raised by the substantive 
materials of mathematics, physics, biology, the 
social sciences, and ethical theory. (e.n.) 

Coherence, see Truth. 

CoUingwood, Robin George (18 89-1943), English 
philosopher. He spent all his working life at Ox¬ 
ford, first as an undergraduate, then as a Fellow of 
Pembroke College and finally as Professor of Meta¬ 
physics. In addition to his main life’s work in 
philosophy he was a very eminent authority on 
the archaeology and history of Roman Britain. 

He was a very original philosopher, and the bold, 
fresh style in which he argues out his position 
makes him an unusually stimulating and exciting 
author even for readers who arc not in agreement 


CoUingwood 

with him. Contrary to his own statement in his 
Autobiography, his views appear to have undergone 
considerable change (on this point sec the excellent 
Editor’s Preface to the Idea of Nature) ; this fact, 
together with his originality, makes it difficult to 
give a summary account of his views. Brought up 
in the Oxford realist school, led by Cook Wilson 
and Prichard, he early reacted to a position more 
nearly in sympathy with Idealism; in his Essay on 
Philosophical Method (1933), perhaps the best of his 
earlier writings, he took the view that philosophy 
was essentially rational and systematic, an attempt 
to set forth human knowledge in systematic form. 
But he insisted that this system was but a transmu¬ 
tation into a higher form of knowledge already 
possessed in a less developed form - thus moral 
philosophy should present in systematic rational 
form our existing moral beliefs, transmuting but 
not challenging or adding to them. The other main 
contention of this work was that the characteristic 
feature of philosophy was that it worked with 
concepts which overlapped each other in a way not 
found in science and that this gave philosophy its 
special character and methods of argument. In later 
life, however, CoUingwood became more sceptic¬ 
al; in .dn Essay on Metaphysics (1940), ostensibly a 
continuation of the Essay on Philosophical Method, 
he abandons the view that philosophy has a dis¬ 
tinctive character and secs it rather as a part of 
history - metaphysics now has the purely historical 
task of bringing to light the absolute presupposi¬ 
tions of human thought at some date in history; 
to any metaphysical statement in traditional form 
should be supplied at the beginning the “meuphys- 
ical rubric” that “it was an absolute presupposition 
of thought at such and such a time that..No 
assessment of the merits of these presuppositions is 
apparently possible. In identifying philosophy and 
history he adopted a position, similar to that of 
Croce, which gave an appearance of unity to his 
historical and philosophical interests. The speci¬ 
mens of the tracing of absolute presuppositions at 
the end of the Essay on Metaphysics and in his Idea 
of Nature arc of great independent interest. 

Collingwood’s views on thenatureof history arc 
of great interest though expressed in essays of un¬ 
even merit (sec his Autobiography and the posthu¬ 
mous Idea of History). He expresses great contempt 
for “scissors and paste” history, and takes very 
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seriously the view that history is the history of 
human thought and that the task of the historian is 
to rchve the thoughts of the people of whom he is 
treating. He was also a major contributor to aes¬ 
thetics. especially in his The Principles of Art (1938) 
in which he adopts a position similar to that of 
Croce but based on arguments of his own. An 
earlier version of his views on aesthetics is to be 
found in Speculum Mentis {The Map of Knowledge), 

1924* (j.o.u.) 

Comte, Isidore-Auguste-Marie-Fran^ois-Xavier 
(1798-1857), French philosopher, born in Mont¬ 
pellier in January 1798 of Catholic parents. He 
gained a place at the £cole Polytechnique at Paris 
in 1813 but was too young to go there until 1814. 
In 1816 he was a leader of a student revolt which 
resulted in the expulsion of Comte and the rest of the 
students of his year. In 1817 he became secretary 
to Saint-Simon, the socialist writer. Saint-Simon 
influenced him greatly, but because of Comte’s 
greater scientific knowledge and superior powers 
of exposition it has been held that he was the 
principal author of much that was published in 
Saint-Simon s name at that period. In 1822 there 
appeared under Saint-Simon’s auspices Comte’s 
Plan of the Scientific Works necessary for the Re¬ 
organization of Society, in which most of the ideas of 
his completed philosophy are contained. In 1824 
Comte quarrelled with Saint-Simon and left his 
service. In 1825 he married Caroline Massin whom 
he had first met, he says in the Secret Addition to his 
will, while availing himself of her services as a 
prostitute. 

In 1826 Comte began a course of public lectures 
on his “Positive Philosophy’’. These were attended 
by some leading men of science, but Comte had to 
abandon them owing to mental illness. The next 
year he tried to drown himself in the Seine. In 
1829 he restarted his public lectures, which were 
published in six volumes from 1830 to 1842 with 
the title of Course on the Positive Philosophy. This 
is his major work. In it he sets out his theory of 
knowledge and the sciences and lays the founda¬ 
tions for the new science, which he first called 
“social physics’* and then “sociology”. The central 
thesis of the work is that the attempt to discover 
extra-mundane causes of the natural world, wheth¬ 


er in theological terms or in terms of metaphysical 
natures or essences, should be abandoned in favour 
of the positive method of correlating the facts of 
observation with one another. The positive sci¬ 
ences, he argued, have been developed progres¬ 
sively, with the earlier ones forming the necessary 
basis for those that came afterwards. The sequence 
he sets out, in ascending order of complexity is: 
mathematics, astronomy, physics and chemistry, 
and biology (in which *he includes psychology). 
There remains sociology, of which Comte claims 
to be the founder. As conceived by him, this sci¬ 
ence consists of the statics and the dynamics of 
society. As to the former, he held that the various 
elements are so closely bound together in a “social 
consensus” that no part can be radically changed 
without serious effects upon the whole. As to the 
latter, he held that intellectual development was 
the prime cause of social change, and that therefore 
human society passes through the same theological, 
metaphysical and positive stages as the sciences. 
There was thus to begin with a theocratic and 
traditional stage which later was organised between 
the secular power of kings and the spiritual power 
of priests. At the metaphysical stage there is a sort 
of anarchy during which both temporal and spir¬ 
itual authority are attacked. This transitional stage 
would be succeeded by the positive era when men 
of science would form a new and durable spiritual 
power. An ordered society would then be based on 
the co-operation that positive knowledge of social 
facts would bring with it. 

Comte had hoped for a professorship at the ficole 
Polytechnique, but obtained only minor teaching 
and examining posts there. These he subsequently 
lost in the course of bitter quarrels with the ad¬ 
ministration. In 1842 he and his wife parted, al¬ 
though she continued to attend his lectures. J. S. 
Mill and Littre organized financial support so that 
Comte could continue with his researches. In 1844 
Comte made the acquaintance of Clotilde dc Vaux, 
whose husband was hiding from the police in 
Belgium. Comte immediately fell in love with 
her, but was accorded only the privileges of friend¬ 
ship. Comte claimed to have been taught by her 
the importance of subordinating the intellect to 
the heart, and after her death in 1846 his writings 
take on a new emphasis. It is not merely by means 
of the natural and social sciences and by the spiri- 
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tual power of scientists that society is to be regen¬ 
erated, but by means of a secular religion, the 
Religion of Humanity, of which Comte was to be 
the High Priest. The details of this new religion arc 
set oat in The General View of Positivism (1848), 
The Catechism of Positive Religion (1852), and the 
four volumes of The System of Positive Polity (a very 
early article of his had had this title), which ap¬ 
peared between 1851 and 1854. Having made ar¬ 
rangements for the perpetuation of the cult, Comte 
died in 1857. 

Comte’s later writings are a strange mixture of 
absurdity and insight. On the one hand, there is 
the Religion of Humanity, with details for the 
worship of the Great Being (symbolized by the 
female form) in chapels containing the busts of the 
benefactors of mankind. There is the Positivist 
Calendar with months named after Moses, Archi¬ 
medes and Frederick II, and with days for the cele¬ 
bration of great men (among whom Comte grate¬ 
fully included friends who had vainly worked on 
his behalf in the matter of the professorship at the 
ficolc Polytcchnique). On the other hand, Comte 
had pondered seriously about the ritual and ideo¬ 
logy of a society from which religious beliefs and 
institutions had been eliminated. He saw that in the 
absence of unifying sentiments a sci» rtific society 
might degenerate. One of his ideas was that there 
were moral impUcations in the scientific activity 
itself. Thus he held that submission to the facts of 
nature (what, since Freud, has been called “the re¬ 
ality principle”) curbed the exorbitance of egoism, 
that the acceptance of a scientific argument had a 
certain kinship with justice, and that understanding 
was very close to sympathy. Yet his principle of the 
subordination of the intellect to the heart is an 
admission that there is more in morality than can 
be got from science. The intellect, he held, in a 
phrase that echoes and yet corrects Hume, should 
be not the slave but the servant of the heart. Thus 
at the beginning of his career Comte had said that 
in the pursuit of science human wishes and 
aims should be rigidly excluded, and at the end 
of it concluded that it is for men to decide 
in what direction and how far science should be 
pursued. (h.b.a.) 

Concept, see Ideas, Conceptualism, Universals. 


Conceptualism is the view that the objects of 
thought and the meanings of general terms are 
concepts, these being mental entities which exist 
only in minds and are formed or constructed by 
them. On this view when I think about redness, 
when, for example, I infer from the fact that some¬ 
thing is red the fact that it is coloured, I am scru¬ 
tinising the concept of red that I possess and dis¬ 
covering that It contains as a part the concept of 
colour. Again, when I recognize something as red, 
what I do is sec that it falls under or satisfies the 
concept. Stated in this way the theory has a some¬ 
what uninformative appearance. It seems to repeat, 
in less famihar words, the state of affairs to be ex¬ 
plained. It is more compelling in the form of im- 
agism where the concept is identified with mental 
imagery of some kind. Imagery is used as a stan¬ 
dard of classification. To tell if a thing is red I must 
compare it with my standard imagery of red. For 
Locke this imagery was abstract. Berkeley found 
abstract and indeterminate images unintelligible 
and proposed instead a theory of representative 
images. But a specific representative image will 
have a multitude of features and so will be ambig¬ 
uous. Hume’s theory of a series of similar images 
overcomes this difficulty. Conceptualism, like other 
theories of universals, is implicitly regressive. To 
use a mental standard of classification 1 must com¬ 
pare the things to be classified with the standard 
and this comparison is itself a classificatory under¬ 
taking, requiring the use of a further mental stan¬ 
dard and so on, A difficulty peculiar to imagism, 
the price, perhaps, of its ready intelligibility, is that 
it seems psychologically false. The use of images in 
recognition is the exceptional case. It is often said 
that images are themselves symbolic in character 
and thus raise the same problems about meaning 
as words. (a.Q.) 

Condillac, Etienne Bonnot de, (1715-1780), born 
in Grenoble, France. He took holy orders early in 
life. In Paris he came into contact with Diderot 
and others of the Encyclopedists, by whom he 
was greatly influenced; he was also for long a friend 
of Rousseau. He began as a disciple of Locke, 
whose philosophy was very popular among ad¬ 
vanced thinkers in France at that time and in his first 
book, Essai sur l^origine des connaissances humaines, 
he is mainly content to follow Locke’s views. But 
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in his main work, on which his fame rests, the 
Traiti des sensations of 1754, he goes further in an 
empiricist direction than Locke had ever gone. Not 
t^nly are all our ideas derived from sensation but all 
the activities of the mind arc mere transformations 
of the sensations of sense or sensations transformdes; 
a memory, for example is a mere after-effect of 
sensation and attention is the occupation of con¬ 
sciousness by one sensation to the exclusion of 
others. Condillac expounds this doctrine by the 
device of imagining a statue being gradually en¬ 
dowed with senses, first smell, then touch, and so 
on; he can thus consider the contribution of each 
separately. It is important to his doctrine that he 
conceives of sensations as arousing pleasure and 
pain at the promptings of which men’s wants, in¬ 
stincts and habits are formed. 

This doctrine, which Condillac expounds with 
grace, simplicity and clarity had a great success in 
France for a time, where it supplanted Cartesian- 
ism in popularity; but his views have had a more 
abiding influence in Britain, largely because of their 
influence on James Mill, Bain and Herbert 
Spencer. (j.o.u.) 


Condorcet, Maric-Jean-Antoine-Nicolas Caritat, 
Marquis de (1743-1794) w^as one of the prominent 
circle of Encyclopedists in eighteenth-century 
France. He was early a supporter of the Revolution 
but was soon proscribed and went into hiding 
where he wrote his most famous work, the Esquisse 
iVun tableau historique des progrh de resprit humain 
(a historical survey of the progress of human under¬ 
standing); he was captured and imprisoned and 
immediately died, possibly from poison. Condor- 
ict was many-sided; he wrote biographies of Vol¬ 
taire and Turgot and his Essai sur 1 *application de 
r analyse aux probabilith des decisions prises a laplura- 
life des voix (Essay on methods of analysing' prob¬ 
ability in its relation to majority decisions) (1785) is 
an important document in the history of the theory 
of probability. But it is as a philosophical theorist 
of progress that he is best known. He believed in a 
permanent human nature and invariant moral prin¬ 
ciples derived from this nature and independent of 
custom and religion (of which he was a Bercc op¬ 
ponent); progress was therefore a matter of im¬ 


proving institutions and education. He distinguish¬ 
ed ten epochs of human society, beginning with 
the hunter, then the pastoralist, then the agricul¬ 
turalist; the eighth stage was that of scientificculture 
inaugurated in the sixteenth century, and the tri¬ 
umph of this culture ensured the possibility and 
inevitability of indefinite progress in the future. 
The ninth period began with the French Revolu¬ 
tion and the tenth was yet in the future. For hi' 
idea of indefinite progress he relied on an analogy 
with the sciences. Though the human intelligence 
is essentially limited, there can always be progress 
in mathematics and the other sciences; similarly 
an indefinite progress in human affairs does not 
presuppose perfection in human nature. These 
views, very influential in their time, were severely 
attacked by Malthus and others of his school in the 
nineteenth century. (j.o.u.) 


Contract, Social, see Social Contract, Hobbes, 
Locke, Rousseau, Hume. 

Cook Wilson, see under Wilson, Cook. 

Correspondence, see Truth. 

Cosmological Argument, see Theism. 

Cratylus of Athens was a sophist and was perhaps 
middle-aged around 410 B.c., though he could 
have been slightly younger. He developed an 
extreme form of Hcrachtcanism and according 
to Aristotle influenced the young Plato to think 
that there could be no knowledge of the unstable 
physical world. In Plato’s Cratylus he was shown 
as defending the natural correctness of names - a 
development of Heraclitus’ view that a thing’s 
essence is often revealed in its name. Aristotle as¬ 
serted that he also went beyond Heraclitus in say¬ 
ing that you could not step even once into the 
same river, and that he ultimately avoided speech 
and merely pointed. Cratylus seems to have been 
an extravagant and somewhat uncritical person, 
who must have found difficulty in reconciling his 
exaggerations of Heraclitus’ beliefs in the ultimate 
impermanence of objects and the significance of 
some names. There arc points which suggest that 
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Plato’s interpretation of Heraclitus as having pos¬ 
ited constant and universal physical change was 
derived rather from Cratylus* exaggerated version. 
See also Pre-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Croce, Benedetto (1866-1952), born in Naples. 
His first scholarly work was on the history and 
antiquities of that area. He turned to pure philo¬ 
sophy after a considerable period as an historian and 
art critic, and to the end of his life he continued to 
work in those fields. He held no academic post, 
but was Minister of Education in the Italian govern¬ 
ment from 1920-21, and again after the Second 
World War, As a liberal he retired from active 
politics on the advent of Fascism, with which he 
never compromised. 

Croce’s main fame is in the field of aesthetics, 
but his aesthetic theory is essentially part of his 
general philosophical system which is a form of 
idealism indebted to, but by no means based on, 
Hegel. His general system he called the philosophy 
of the spirit ; spirit is for him the sole reality, the 
physical being a construction of the mind; but 
spirit is not a transcendent sometliing beyond ex¬ 
perience, for Croce will not speculate about the 
transcendent; the spirit is the world and the history 
of spirit is the history of human cx} 'iencc. Though 
spirit is one it contains four varieties of experience: 
first there is cognitive experience of the particular, 
where the spirit expresses itself in particular em¬ 
bodiments, the sphere of aesthetics; second, there 
is cognitive experience of the universal, the sphere 
of logic; third, there is practical experience in par¬ 
ticular matters, the sphere of economic interests; 
fourth, there is practical experience which is con¬ 
cerned with the imivcrsal, the sphere of ethics. 
History is the description of the activity of spirit 
in these four grades; philosophy can be regarded 
as being a systematic account of the task and method¬ 
ology of history and Croce often says that 
philosophy and history are one; hence the system¬ 
atic treatise on the spirit also contains a final part 
on the theory and history of historiography. 

Croce stated his aesthetic views not only in the 
first volume of the Philosophy of the Spirit but also 
in a shorter book a Breviary of Aesthetics and an 
Encyclopedia Britannica article, Aesthetics. Art, 
Croce holds, is vision or intuition; a work of art is 
an image produced by the artist and reproduccd^by 


his audience. The physical artefact, often wrongly 
accounted the work of art, is produced by the 
artist as a practical act to perpetuate and aid repro¬ 
duction of his image which is the true work of art. 
But we must not distinguish the artists’ intuition 
from its expression - a poetic thought is nothing 
outside its metre, rhythm and words, and intui¬ 
tion and expression are one; technique is involved 
in producing the artefact, in the form of mixing 
the paints, writing down the notes, cutting the 
stone without breaking it, but expression cannot be 
separated from imagination ; the poem, the sonata 
and the novel are complete before the mechanical 
work of writing down is undertaken. Artistic 
imagination must be distinguished from mere fancy; 
it is productive imagination which expresses some 
feeling or emotion, though we must not separate 
the feeling expressed as content and the image as 
its form; art is the aesthetic synthesis a priori of 
feeling and image. 

Art then simply is the representation of feeling 
in an image. Though this will normally give pleas¬ 
ure we must not be misled into thinking that art is 
the practical utilitarian act of producing images as 
a means to pleasure; nor is art a practical moral 
activity - the work of art caimot be judged morally 
though of course the artist as a man has moral 
responsibilities; nor again must we confuse art with 
conceptual knowledge. 

Since art is an activity of spirit it is a mistake to 
claim that there can be beauty in nature; but na¬ 
ture, as much as a block of carved marble, can 
prompt and fix in our memories an aesthetic im¬ 
age - “nature is mute if man does not make her 
speak”. For an image to be successful expression 
and a work of art is one and the same thing; ex¬ 
pression and beauty are a single concept in different 
words. 

Such is Croce’s theory of aesthetics in a narrow 
sense. But we must remember that for Croce aes¬ 
thetics is the field of the whole of the manifestation 
of spirit in which it expresses itself in particular 
embodiments; thus it includes all expression except 
pure logical thinking. This accounts for the other¬ 
wise perplexing claims of Croce that his aesthetics 
is also a general theory of linguistics, for language 
is in general the medium of self-expression ; hence 
Croce says that any use of language is identical 
with poetry. Croce’s aesthetic theory has been more 
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influential than any other in recent times. The un¬ 
compromising way in which he follows out his 
basic ideas without regard for paradox has pre¬ 
vented most from following him unreservedly, but 
few have escaped his influence; his closest follower 
in the English-speaking world is CoUingwood in 
his Principles of Art, (j.o.u.) 

Cudworth, Ralph (1617-1688), English, the most 
distinguished philosopher among the Cambridge 
Platonists. He published his chief work, The True 
Intellectual System of the Universe in 1678; his 
Treatise Concerning Eternal and Immutable Morality 
appeared posthumously in 1731. Cudworth took 
as his task the welding together of the new science 
of his day and a broadly Platonic tradition of 
metaphysics and theology. The universe, to him, 
is not a mechanism, once fashioned and set in 
motion by God and thereafter self-regulating: nor 
is it the theatre of God*s constant miraculous inter¬ 
vention. Rather, God works by way of a semi- 
autonomous “Plastic Nature”, reminiscent of the 
Platonic “World-Soul”. Cudworth vigorously 
combated atomistic and materialistic metaphysics, 
stressing in particular the active, spontaneous and 
creative powers of the mind. 

Right and wrong, to Cudworth, camiot be es¬ 
tablished by the arbitrary fiat of ruler or deity. 
Both the Calvinist and Hobbesian concern with 
will and power as ultimates are criticized in terms 
of a morality “eternal and immutable”. Happiness 
and freedom arc seen as release from self-concern; 
religion consisting* crucially in the choice and pur¬ 
suit of a way of life. Of philosophers influenced by 
Cudworth the most significant is Richard Price, 
whose theory of knowledge, though not his moral 
philosophy, might almost be called a restatement 
of Cudworth’s. (r.w.h.) 

Cynicism is the name applied to the philosophical 
movement or way of life inaugurated in the second 
half of the fourth century b.c. by Diogenes of 
Sinope, from whose nickname, Kuon, the Dog, it 
was so called. It continued in phases of varying 
popularity and purity until the end of the Graeco- 
Roman world in the sixth century a.d. Since it was 
never an organised School with official dogmas, 


but a succession of individuals emulating the life 
and practices of Diogenes, considerable variation 
is found, but a traditional core of precept and be¬ 
haviour can be extracted. 

The end of life is happiness, achieved only by 
living in accordance with nature, to do which is 
self-sufficient and constitutes virtue. But this state¬ 
ment is common to both Cynicism and Stoicism; 
they differ in the interpretation placed on it. To 
the Cynic happiness depends on being self-suffi¬ 
cient. This is a matter of mental attitude, and is 
natural in being opposed to all convention. His 
method of becoming self-sufficient was not merely 
to seek independence from, but actively to dis¬ 
sociate himself from any influence, external or inter¬ 
nal, whose ties, responsibilities or distractions 
might fetter in any way the expression of his in¬ 
dividual freedom. For example, his attitude to 
prosperity was not one of untroubled indifference 
whether he gained it or lost it, but of uncom¬ 
promising hostility. Money is the metropolis of all 
evil, the whip of desire. So the solution does not 
lie in moderation or temperance, but in the erad¬ 
ication of money and of the lower desires. Property 
may involve ties; the true Cynic has no property 
at all. In the same way he has nothing to do with 
and will attack all ties of family and community, 
all conventional external values of birth, class, 
rank, honours, reputation. As the opposite of 
nature is convention, life according to nature is 
life stripped of all the accretions of convention, 
or positively, a life in accordance with the bare 
minimum necessary for existence. The driving 
force is the search for the inviolability of the 
individual under any circumstances. The more 
one has, the more one wants; the further one is 
involved, the wider one’s needs; the greater one’s 
needs, the more vulnerable one is. But if all needs 
apart from the absolutely basic arc the result of 
convention and not natural, a man can be free by 
unshackling himself from them. This is apparent 
from the conduct of animals who are not bound by 
convention, and from the ideal of the gods who 
have no needs at all. Cynicism is thus an extreme 
philosophy of asserting the freedom of the individ¬ 
ual in the face of any circumstances whatsoever 
with which fortune may face him; the means to 
this freedom is the renunciation and denial of all 
external values, relationships and physical emotions 
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and desires and the pleasures therefrom, for the 
happiness derived from the inviolability, mastery 
and kingdom of his own will and mind. 

But if this asceticism be regarded as a form of 
escapism, it did not involve the withdrawal of a 
hermit. The Cynic lived in the full glare of the 
civiliaation he condemned, for two reasons. The 
way of hfe he led demanded continual practice 
against his enemies-convention, pleasure, luxury- 
to keep his body and mind in fighting trim. For 
example, to form and test apatheia, or lack of emo¬ 
tion, he had to face insults. Secondly, Cynicism 
was a militant evangelism; as the Scout of Man¬ 
kind, he had to explore human conditions, and 
having tested them, to report back; as the Doctor, 
to cure men's minds, to show them the false values 
of the common currency of convention, deface it, 
and reveal where happiness lay. But man could 
not be taught understanding by the verbal pursuit 
of wisdom, for which conventional education and 
the learning of the Philosophical Schools were alike 
reviled. Cynicism as a purely practical ethic offered 
the short cut to virtue, which could be taught only 
by the personal example of the Cynic's life, (hence 
his extreme behaviour and deliberate public con¬ 
travention of conventional decencies for illustra¬ 
tion), and by the precepts distilled from his expe¬ 
rience. These precepts often contained illustrations 
from the uninhibited behaviour of animals and the 
ideal of Heracles of virtue in endurance. But Cynics 
were principally characterized by a fearless, shame¬ 
less freedom of speech in criticism, marked by a 
mordant wit and repartee which gave birth to 
numerous apophthegms, and to a new philosoph¬ 
ical genre, the satincal diatribe. Ihis was misused 
for its own sake by the less reputable members of 
the sect, but in the hands of the true Cynic, it was a 
surgeon's knife, sharpened by his labours, impar¬ 
tially wielded thorough his freedom from fear, to 
cut the cancer of false values, illusory conventions, 
pretensions and sham from men’s minds. 

Cynicism was another (see stoicism, epicii* 
reanism), and the most drastic, of the philosophies 
of security which were a common feature of the 
Hchenistic Age. Arising at a time of great social 
and economic insecurity, when the old values of 
the Greek city state, already weakened, were tot¬ 
tering under the impact of Alexander, it offered 
the individual, whatever his status, freedom from 


Cyrertaics 

fear of misfortune, by schooling him to hold valu¬ 
able only that which could, never be taken from 
him. The embodiment of this self-sufficiency was 
Diogenes himself. Subsequent Cynics tended to 
stress one aspect or another of his doctrines. His 
pupil Crates of Thebes, who gave away his fortune 
to become a mendicant healer of men's souls, was 
well-loved as a kind of poor man's consultant. In 
the third century b.c., when Cynicism flourished, 
Bion of Borysthencs and Mcnippus relaxed per¬ 
sonal austerity and developed Cynic literary sat¬ 
ire; Cercidas of Megalopolis, prominent in politics, 
applied his beliefs to a doctrine of social reform; 
Teles was a third-rate mendicant preacher of a type 
later to become common. After lying dormant in 
the second and first centuries b.c.. Cynicism blazed 
in the Roman Empire. Apart from prominent ad¬ 
herents like Demetrius, Dio, Demonax, Oenomaus 
of Gadara, Peregrinus Proteus, Sallustius, we hear 
of a swarm of riff-raff charlatans imposing on the 
populace under the Cynic beggar uniform of cloak, 
knapsack, and stick; they particularly disgusted 
men like Lucian and Julian who yet admired Cynic 
ideals. Indeed it was a philosophy peculiarly open 
to abuse, and when falling short of the highest 
principles especially repugnant. For the Cynic was 
something akin to a god, and something akm to 
a beast. 

Perhaps the greatest philosophical importance of 
Cynicism lay in its influence on Stoicism, strong 
at the beginning in Zeno of Citium and Ariston, 
and later revived in the first century a.d. by 
Musonius and Epictetus, in one of whose Dis¬ 
courses (iii. 22) is found the noblest expression of 
its ideals. (i.c.K.) 

Cyrenaics. A school of hedonistic pliilosophy, 
founded by Aristippus of Cyrene, the friend of 
Socrates, or by his grandson of the same name; 
flourished at the end of the fourth and first quarter 
of the third century B.c. when Theodorus, Hegesias 
and Anniceris led branching sects; thereafter the 
School disappears before the advance of epi¬ 
cureanism. 

Ethics was regarded as the only useful branch of 
philosophy; the end was the enjoyment of the 
particular pleasure of the moment, which was the 
sole good to be desired for its own sake. This view 
is based partly on the observation that the prime 
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natural instinct in all living beings is pursuit of 
pleasure and avoidance of pain, partly on an epis¬ 
temology which denied knowledge of external 
objects and restricted it to the field of sensations: 
1 have a feeling of sweetness; I cannot know that 
the honey is sweet. Pleasure and pain are motions 
and as such positive sensations, mere absence of 
pain is neither. Neither the past nor the future 
provokes immediate movement; the philosopher 
will feel no regret for the past nor toil for the 
future; nor, since only his immediate sensations are 
knowledge, will he countenance vain opinion, 
envy, or superstition. Present gratification, accord- 
ingly, is the only goal, and all actions, states, social 
and moral virtues are indifferent in themselves and 
good only in so far as they produce this end. But 
the Cyrenaics also maintained that happiness lies 
not in slavery to pleasure, but in mastery over it. 
Pleasures differed in degree, and a present pleasure 
might be followed by a more violent pain, and 
hence the consequences of an act could not be 
ignored. Faced with choice, the philosopher’s 
weapon is rational praaical intelligence which can 
be taught and trained; the art of life lay in the 
intelhgent manipulation of circumstances and the 
prudent adaptation of oneself to them for one’s 
present gratification. Thus the Cyrenaic answer to 
the problems of a troubled age was not renuncia¬ 
tion and dissociation hke the Cynics, but to accept 
the vicissitudes of fortune and attempt the intel¬ 
ligent control of them for a personal hedonistic 
end. The master of a horse or ship, they said, is not 
one who dcchnes its use, but one who knows how* 
to guide it in the right direction. 

But the difficulty of reconciling sensuous end 
and rational means and external stimulus and the 
control of reason, troubled the School. Theodorus 
attempted to free himself from external depend¬ 
ence by redefining the end, although still sensual, 
as a state of mind, Joy, brought about by wisdom. 
In Cynic fashion he advocated self-sufficiency. 
Gratification could be gained by any act on the 
basis of utihty to the doer. Hegesias stressed that 
pleasure and pain depended to a targe extent on 
our attitude to external circumstances; poverty, 
riches, birth etc., being not in themselves pleasant 
or painful; but he showed clearly the pessimism 
likely to result from the original position, by ad¬ 
mitting that happiness was not realizable and that 


the philospher could only alleviate the preponder¬ 
ance of pain. Anniceris softened the position in 
another direction, by making some allowance for 
the pleasures of friendship and patriotism, thus 
raising the problem of altruistic feelings previously 
denied by the egoistic hedonism of the School. The 
School is mainly interesting as a curtain-raiser to 
the more elaborate and successful philosophy of 
Epicurus. (i.G.K.) 


D 

Dawes Hicks, George (1862-1941). Professor of 
Philosophy at University College. London, 1904- 
1928, he had been educated at Manchester, Oxford, 
and Leipzig. His work was mainly concerned with 
the theory of knowledge, in which, though at first 
strongly influenced by Kant and the idealism of 
Hegel, he moved to a position which he called 
“critical realism”. The essence of this view is that 
objects exist independently of our knowing them, 
and that what we are immediately aware of is part 
of the content of the object. Called “critical” in 
the Kantian sense that it takes the primary question 
to be, “What are the conditions of knowledge of 
objects ?”, it is not connected with American crit¬ 
ical realism. Hicks distinguished three “contents”, 
or groups of qualities: the content of the object, 
and the content immediately apprehended, and the 
content of the perceiving act; and he maintained 
that the second does not qualify an entity, such as 
a sense-datum, separate from the object, but is pari 
of the content of the object, and may be erroneous 
only in being fragmentary. The third content is 
what persists in our minds, making memory pos¬ 
sible. Thus in a perceptual situation the only en¬ 
tities are the object and our act of awareness of it. 

(r.iiall) 

Deduction is one of the technical terms of logic. 
There it is used to denote arguments which are 
such that if their premises are true the conclusion 
must also, as a matter of logic, be true. A deductive 
argument is thus distinguished from an inductive 
argument in which, however convincing it may 
be, the premises could conceivably be true and the 
conclusion false. In this use of words the “deduc¬ 
tions” of Sherlock Holmes and of all non-technical 
language are counted as inductions. In the use of 
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logicians the arguments of mathematics arc the 
most notable examples of extended deductive 
arguments. (j.o.u.) 

Deism is the belief that there is a good and wise 
Supreme Being who created the world but no 
longer intervenes m it; the God of the deists is 
essentially the God of Newton’s Scholium. An 
eighteenth-century deity in every respect, he is to 
be known only by the methods of rational argu¬ 
ment and more particularly by those arguments 
which lead to a First Great Cause and to an Intel¬ 
ligent and Benevolent Designer. The importance 
of deism in the history of ideas is largely due to its 
use by Voltaire and others as a weapon against 
Catholic orthodoxy. Its importance in the history 
of philosophy is perhaps only that it provoked 
Bishop Butler to write The Analogy of Religion 
Natural and Revealed. Butler tries to show that the 
doctrines of revealed religion and the course of 
nature arc sufficiently alike to argue the same author 
for both. In particular there arc no intellectual dif¬ 
ficulties in acceptmg a theology of revelation which 
do not arise for the believer in a purely natural and 
rational theology. But the interest of Butler’s argu¬ 
ments on, for instance, immortality is happily 
independent of their connection with deism. What 
Butler’s arguments do point to in deism is the fact 
that in its most vulnerable points it is no stronger 
than revealed religion. While the deist aims his 
polemics at the Trinity and the Incarnation, he is 
liimsclf undermined by sceptical attack on the very 
existence of God. Moreover deism is entirely a 
religion of the intellect. Whether God exists is for 
the deist a question of the same order as whether 
atoms exist. Deism, therefore, even if true, w'ould. 
have little of the type of interest which most reli¬ 
gious doctrines possess. The classic deistic state¬ 
ments are John Toland’s Christianity Not Mys¬ 
terious {1696), the author of which acknowledged a 
debt to Locke, and Matthew Tindal’s Christianity 
as Old as the Creation, or the Gospel a Republication 
of the Religion of Nature (1730). (a.maci.) 

Democritus lived in the fifth century b.c. He was 
a native of Abdera, Greece, which was probably 
also the birth-place of Leucippus with whom he 
is associated as a founder of the Atomic theory. 
It is probable that Leucippus first propounded the 


theory and Democritus elaborated it. We have 
much information about his life, of which a great 
deal is improbable-he is said to have been educated 
by the magi and to have blinded himself to free 
himself from the distractions of sense. It seems, 
however, that he was the son of wealthy parents 
and that as a young man he travelled much, in¬ 
cluding a tour of Egypt and the nearer East, thus 
reducing himself to poverty. On returning home 
he won renown by his learned work; he virrote not 
only on general atomic theory and cosmology but 
on sense-perception, biology, music and many 
other subjects; some of his work, such as his at¬ 
tempts to explain colour in terms of the atomic 
theory, seems to have been based on experiment. 
He also developed an ethical system which is essen¬ 
tially that held later by Epicurus. The goal is 
happiness, which consists largely in tranquil free¬ 
dom from fear and anxiety. Mental well-being is 
more important than the pleasures of sense because 
the latter are fleeting and frequently lead to pain ; 
though well-being is alone of value wisdom is of 
great importance since through it alone can we 
know what pleasures are worthy of pursuit and 
how to attain them. Considerable fragments, but 
no complete works, by Democritus survive, and 
many of these fragments show plainly a mind of 
great power and subtlety; there are also many in¬ 
formative discussions of his work in later philo¬ 
sophers. But it is for the general atomic theory that 
he is most important and it is regrettable that on 
this matter many important points (whether atoms 
have weight, the original source of motion, neces¬ 
sity) remain conjectural. (j.o.u.) 

Deontology is the position which regards the fact 
of duty as fundamental for the understanding of 
moral thought. In particular deontologists have 
been contrasted with Utilitarians, who regard the 
obligatoriness of actions as derivative from the 
goodness of the results that the action will achieve. 
In recent controversy the most obvious examples 
of deontologists have been Prichard, Ross and 
the Intuitionist school. The word ‘‘deontology” 
is derived from a Greek word “deon” which means 
approximately “obligatory”. (j.o.u.) 

Descartes, Rene (1596-1650). He was born at La 
Haye, a small town in Tourainc, France, and was 
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educated at the Jesuit college of la Fl^che; for his 
teachers he retained a lively admiration, but was 
dissatisfied with the course of instruction, finding 
that for the most part it consisted of the transmis¬ 
sion of the received opinions of the ancients, and 
that mathematics alone gave any certain know¬ 
ledge. In i6i8 he departed for Holland to serve as 
a soldier under Maurice of Nassau. The following 
year he was in Germany when, on November loth, 
he had dreams or visions which apparently revealed 
to him some fundamental part of his philosophy - 
most probably, the unity of mathematics and 
science. He did not at once set himself to write 
works of philosophy or science, but travelled 
widely. In 1628 he WTOtc the Rules for the Direction 
of the Understandingy an unfinished work, not pub¬ 
lished m his lifetime, which sets out for the first 
time the rules of his “method**, which was to be a 
method of both science and philosophy. 

In the same year he went again to Holland, 
where with brief interruptions he remained until 
1649. In 1634 he had completed and was about to 
publish his treatise called Le Mottdcy when he heard 
of the condemnation of Galileo by the Inquisition 
for teaching, as did the treatise, the Copernican 
system, and he withdrew it from publication. In 
1637, however, he published three short Discourses 
on physical and mathematical subjeas, prefaced 
by the celebrated Discourse on Method. Besides being 
in other respects revolutionary, this was the first 
great philosophical work to be written in French, 
and created a style which became a model for the 
expression of abstract thought in that language. In 
September 1640 he suffered a grievous blow from 
the death, at the age of five, of liis illegitimate 
daughter Francine, for whom he cared deeply. 

In 1641 he published his Meditations on the First 
Philosophyy together with six sets of Objections {rom 
various distinguished persons (including Hobbes 
and Gassendi) to whom Descartes had submitted 
the work, and Descartes* Replies to the Objections; 
altogether these form one of the most important 
texts of Descartes’ philosophy. He followed this 
in 1644 with the Ptinciples of Philosophy, which 
contains besides other things his views on cosmo- 
logy» cautiously set forth. This work was dedicated 
to Princess Elizabeth of Bohemia, a woman of intel¬ 
ligence and sensibility with whom Descartes was 
in coiTCSpondence. 


In 1649 Descartes yielded, after much hesitation, 
to the requests of Queen Christina of Sweden that 
he should join the distinguished circle she had as¬ 
sembled in Stockholm, and should instruct her in 
philosophy ; in this year he also published the work 
called The Passions of the Soul. The next year, how¬ 
ever, as a result of the Swedish climate and the 
severe regime demanded by the Queen, he caught 
pneumonia, and died on February iith, 1650. 

Descartes* character has been the subject of much 
discussion and analysis: his exaggerated secrecy, 
which led him increasingly to disguise both his 
interests and his whereabouts, together with his 
ambiguous relations to the Church, have given 
rise to many hypotheses, of which perhaps the most 
fanciful is that he was a Rosicrucian. However, 
there is no real doubt that his Catholicism was 
sincere; he believed that his philosophy was in 
accordance with the faith and constituted the only 
way of reconciling it with the contemporary ad¬ 
vances in natural knowledge. His principal aim was 
to avoid any prejudiced and hasty judgment of 
his views that would result in their being mis- 
guidedly suppressed. In his attitude to his philo¬ 
sophy, he was self-confident, proud, almost vision¬ 
ary, and did not underestimate his own vocation 
as a solitary and privileged discoverer of the truth. 
However, he also enjoyed social life; and had a 
number of distinguished and devoted friends, with 
whom he conducted an ample correspondence, 
which is happily preserved and is of the greatest 
interest. 

Descartes was not only a metaphysician, or a philo¬ 
sopher in the modern sense; like many other 
“philosophers’* of the seventeenth century, he was 
also a natural scientist, with interests in such sub¬ 
jects as physics and physiology. Above all, he was 
also a mathematician; the use of the term “Cart¬ 
esian co-ordinates** in analytical geometry com¬ 
memorates his invention of such a system (even 
though in its present form this branch of mathe¬ 
matics owes more to the work, unpublished for 
many years, of Descartes’ contemporary Fermat). 
Descartes* concern with mathematics, and his own 
contributions to its powers, above all as an in¬ 
strument ofscience, profoundly influenced his philo¬ 
sophical system. In the first place, he believed that 
the essence of a natural science was the discovery 
of relationships which could be mathematically 
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expressed; that all natural science must be capable 
of being unified under mathematics; and that the 
world, insofar as it can be scientifically explained, 
must be of such a nature as to admit of mathemat¬ 
ical treatment. Second, he thought that mathemat¬ 
ics gave in general a paradigm of certain know¬ 
ledge, and of the methods of acquiring it; hence he 
set himself to discover in what this certainty con¬ 
sisted, and to test all beliefs by the criterion of such 
certainty, by methods as clear and effective as those 
of mathematics. 

The criterion of certainty which he was to apply 
to all received beliefs was expressed by Descartes 
in the rule - one of the celebrated rules of his 
'"method” - that he would accept only those beliefs 
that appeared to him “clearly and distinctly” to be 
true. By “clarity and distinctness” he meant that 
kind of intrinsic self-evidence which he found to 
characterise the simplest propositions of mathemat¬ 
ics and logic - propositions which any man, once 
he had isolated them in his mind, could sec to be 
true by the “natural light” of reason. Such prop¬ 
ositions Descartes also characterised as indubitable, 
in the sense of being not just very hard to doubt, 
but intrinsically incapable of being doubted; and it 
is in the form of a search for the indubitable that 
Descartes' attempt to find certain knowledge takes 
its most characteristic form. He set himself to doubt 
anything that admitted of doubt, and to sec wheth¬ 
er anything was left over that was immune to this 
process. His application of tliis procedure of 
“methodical doubt” is explained principally in the 
Discourse on Method and (in a strikingly dramatic 
form) in the Meditations. 

He found that he could doubt many things 
generally considered very certain: for instance, the 
existence of physical objects around him. He rea¬ 
soned that, although he felt very certain at a partic¬ 
ular moment that he was seeing and feeling various 
physical objects, he had on many occasions felt just 
as certain of such things when later it had turned 
out that he had been dreaming, and all the things 
he had supposed to be around him had been illu¬ 
sions. How then could he be certain that the things 
apparently around him at this moment were not 
also illusions ? He could even doubt that he himself 
had a body - his body w'as one physical object 
among others, and it might be that this, too, was 
an illusion. What then could be immune to doubt? 


At least one thing - that he was doubting; for if he 
doubted this, it would still certainly be true that he 
was doubting. From this it followed that he could 
not doubt that he was thinking, for doubting was 
only a kind of thinking. Hence he had found at 
least one indubitable proposition; “I am thinking”. 
From this, however, there followed another, “I 
exist”, for it was self-evident that nothing could 
think without existing. Thus Descartes could be 
certain of his own existence because he was think¬ 
ing - a truth expressed in the famous Cartesian 
formula **cogito, ergo sunt\ “I am thinking, there¬ 
fore I exist”. 

The expression “I am thinking” in this formula 
is not, however, to be taken only in the narrow 
sense of “1 am doubting”. Although, principally 
in the Discourse, Descartes does approach the cogito, 
(as the formula is often called) by way of the im¬ 
possibility of his doubting that he is doubting, it 
is quite clear that more is established in the cogito 
than the one proposition “I am doubting”. Under 
the term cogitationes (thoughts) Descartes includes 
a much wider range of what 'might be called 
“private experiences”, all of which he regards as 
immediately evident to consciousness and indubit¬ 
able. For instance, although Descartes can doubt 
that there are objects around him and that he has 
a body, he cannot doubt, he holds, that at least he 
is having experiences as if such objects were there. 
The certain existence of such cogitationes, re¬ 
garded merely as subjective experiences, is recog¬ 
nized in the cogito ; all the experiences of which he 
is in this way immediately aware arc, Descartes 
reflects, in some sense his; and he must exist to 
have them. 

But what is the manner of this existence? He has 
seen that he can doubt that he has a body, but not 
that he exists so long as he is tliinking; hence, he 
concludes, the “I” that he has proved to exist is 
something whose essence is to think. Thus he has 
proved liis existence as a “res cogitans” or “thinking 
being” ; or, as he also puts it with dubious justifica¬ 
tion, as a substance whose essential attribute is that 
of thought. 

At this point Descartes turns naturally to the 
content of his thoughts. He finds that he has, among 
other ideas, the idea of a Perfect Being or God, and 
reflection on this idea leads him to the conclusion 
that there must be something outside himself cor- 
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respoiKiing to this idea - that God must exist in 
reality, not merely in Descartes* thoughts. Two 
lines of reflection lead him to this conclusion, both 
of them derived from scholastic or patristic sources. 
One is substantially the same as Anselm's onto¬ 
logical proof of the existence of God. The other 
relics on an application to the realm of ideas of 
the principle that the less cannot give rise to the 
greater. An idea of a perfect thing, Descartes ar¬ 
gues, could not be brought into being by an im¬ 
perfect agency. But he himself is imperfect, as is 
shown by his state of doubt, which is inferior to 
knowledge. Hence there must really be a Perfect 
Being, who is the origin of this idea. This argument 
is derived from Augustine; as indeed is the 
principle behind the cogito, that to doubt one's own 
existence is self-defeating or impossible. 

Since he has established that a Perfect Being 
exists, Descartes has a warrant to reintroduce at 
least some of the beliefs which he had eliminated in 
the doubt. For, he reasons, a Perfect Being would 
not allow him to be deceived to such an extent 
that he would naturally and systematically believe 
in such things as external objects if they really did 
not exist. Hence Descartes feels justified in accept¬ 
ing, though with reserve, some of the most basic 
beliefs of common sense. In particular, the proof of 
the existence of God introduces an idea of per- 
niaiicme hitherto lacking. The proof of Descartes* 
own existence in the cogito was, strictly speaking, 
only a proof that he existed so long as he was 
thinking; even though Descartes seems to have 
tried, illegitimately* to transcend this limitation al¬ 
ready by speaking of himself as a thinking substance, 
that is, an enduring thing. The idea of God as a 
conserving principle may help to overcome this 
limitation. Again, Descartes sometimes says that 
it is only the existence of God that validates mem¬ 
ory, and so deduction: a process which, unlike the 
instantaneous steps of intuition, presupposes the reli¬ 
ability of memory. Since, however, Descartes has 
already relied on deduction in his somewhat com¬ 
plex proofs of the existence of God, if not in the 
cogito itself (a much disputed point), there is a strong 
suspicion of a circular argument here. 

Descartes is in further difficulties at this point. He 
must admit that we arc sometimes deceived - this 
was the starting point of his whole inquiry. How 
is this fact to be reconciled with the existence, now 


proved, of a Perfect Being who would not deceive 
us? Descartes* answer is that the origin of our being 
deceived is our misuse of our will, of that freedom 
which also allows men to do moral evil in despite 
of God. This misuse of the will consists in an over- 
hasty assent to propositions that arc not really self- 
evident, and it can affect even deductive reasonings 

- thus we make mistakes in mathematics. But if 
this is so, it may be objected, can we ever be sure 
that we have taken enough care, that our imperfect 
nature may not have led us into error? In partic¬ 
ular, may not Descartes be mistaken about even 
the foundations of his philosophical system? Here 
Descartes merely asserts that God would not allow 
us to misuse our will to that extent; but this is 
hardly satisfactory, since the existence of God is 
itself one of the things proved in the system by 
reasonings to which these doubts apply. Here 
again, the argument seems circular. Accusations of 
circularity were frequently made against Descar¬ 
tes* system in his lifetime, and have been constantly 
discussed since. 

Among the physical objects which he now be¬ 
lieves with some firmness to exist, Descartes finds 
one - what would normally be called his own body 

- which is in a peculiar relation to the mind, think¬ 
ing substance, or, as he also calls it, soul, whose 
existence has been proved in the cogito. For one 
thing, his will can move this body immediately, 
unlike any other; for another, things that happen 
to this body affect the mind in peculiar ways; 
for instance, when this body is struck, pain is ex¬ 
perienced, and when some sorts of desire are ex¬ 
perienced, we know (as Descartes puts it, Nature 
teaches us'*) that the body has some need. These 
latter facts, in particular, mean that the soul is 
united to the body in a peculiarly intimate way. 
“My soul is not in my body like a pilot in a ship’* 
said Descartes, echoing Thomas Aquinas; if it were 
so, the soul would be able only to move the body, 
not also to feel “through** it. 

Ultimately, Descartes holds, the peculiar nature 
of this union cannot be explained. In this connec¬ 
tion. he wrote to the Princess Elizabeth, there are 
three basic and unanalysable notions - the body, 
the soul, and the union between them. Never¬ 
theless, elsewhere Descartes attempts to explain at 
least some features of the union. In particular, he 
holds against much ancient and traditional opinion 
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that the soul is not the principle of life of the body. 
The body, as a body, is just a machine with its own 
internal economy and sources of energy, and “it is 
not that the body dies because the soul leaves it, but 
that the soul leaves it because the body has died”. 
While the body is alive, however, a soul is joined 
to it in such a way that some of the movements of 
the body arc produced by the soul, and some ex¬ 
periences of the soul are produced by changes in the 
body. In the Passions of the Soul Descartes suggests 
that there is in the body a physical place of this 
interaction, and that this is the pineal gland at the 
base of the brain. This gland, he supposed, could 
be moved directly by the soul, and thus agitate the 
“animal spirits” which, in common witli many 
seventeenth century theorists, he believed to flow 
and to transmit movement to all parts of the body; 
in the opposite direction, changes in the animal 
spirits induced by stimuli to the body could move 
the gland and thus alEect the soul. 

This naive causal account of the relations of 
soul and body w'as thought unsatisfactory even by 
many Cartesians. The occasionalism of Male- 
branche, and, in one of its many applications, the 
“pre-established harmony” of Leibniz were other 
seventeenth century attempts to solve the problem. 

Descartes held that this problem arose only in 
the case of human beings. In the ease of aramals, he 
seems to have thought that all their movements 
were produced by purely mechanical causes in a 
system of stimulus and response, and that they were 
accordingly merely machines, having m the proper 
sense no souls. However, Descartes is not always 
consistent on this issue, which raises important 
problems about his concept of consciousness. 

The problem of the union of soul and body is, in 
a very real sense, central to Descartes* metaphysics. 
In his view, which is the classical expression of 
dnalifm, there are in the realm of created beings 
two and only two fundamentally different sorts of 
substances or existing things; “thinking** and “ex¬ 
tended** substances, souls and matter. This dualistic 
view was the heart of Descartes* attempt to re¬ 
concile the Catholic faith and the advances of seven¬ 
teenth century science. Although there was some 
causa] interaction between souls and bodies, he 
thought that he had sufficiently isolated souls from 
the realm of extension, which alone was subject to 
the mechanical laws which science was developing. 


Natural science, he believed, could ultimately com¬ 
plete a deductive theory of all mechanical changes 
in extended nature, and so of'all physical events, 
since every physical event must be only a change 
of motion in extension: these would include all 
movements of human bodies which were not the 
product of free-will, but free-will and the soul 
itself would remain essentially outside the reach of 
the scientific laws. 

Apart from the difficulties already mentioned 
concerning the relations of soul and body, one 
notable problem about Descartes* duaUsm is the 
question of the number of each type of substance. 
It is clear that on Descartes* view there can be 
an infinite number of thinking substances or souls. 
The case is different, however, with extended sub¬ 
stance : Descartes seems to have held, in effect, that 
there could be only one extended substance, wliich 
constituted all of mechanical nature. This substance 
could be more or less dense, but not discontinuous: 
Descartes holds that the notion of absolutely empty 
space is unintelligible, and that a vacuum cannot 
exist. Influenced by a purely geometrical concept 
of extension, he in fact equates extended matter 
and space and is faced in consequence with many 
difficulties, particularly in his theory of motion. 
These views were effectively attacked by Leibniz 
as was Descartes* related belief that the quantity of 
motion in the universe remains always constant. 

The only essential property of matter, on the 
Cartesian view, is extension. The idea of extension 
is, like the idea of God and the fundamental ideas 
of mathematics, innate; by “innate** ideas Des¬ 
cartes means a priori notions which the mind can 
find in itself alone and which it docs not derive 
from experience. Moreover, we can form clear and 
distinct ideas of other qualities which can belong 
to physical objects, viz. size, shape, motion, posi¬ 
tion, duration and number: all these arc “modes** 
of extension. Since we can clearly and distinctly 
conceive these qualities, we know a priori that it is 
possible that there should be in reality physical 
objects possessing them. However, we in fact have 
more than the mere innate idea of these qualities as 
possible attributes of physical objects; we also have 
what Descartes calk “adventitious ideas** - that is, 
ideas formed in our minds without our willing 
them, and apparently caused by some outside 
source - of objects around us actually possessing 
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these qualities. Since God is no deceiver, we have 
gDod reason to think that such objects actually 
exist. 

The objects around us appear to have other 
qualities besides these, as we also have sensations of 
such tilings as colours, sounds, odours, tastes, deg¬ 
rees of hardness etc. About these qualities (often 
called in the seventeenth century “secondary'* 
qualities, as opposed to the former group of “pri¬ 
mary'* qualities) Descartes holds that we can have 
little certainty. The ideas of them are confused and 
unclear, and while he thinks that the goodness of 
God makes it probable that there are in the phys¬ 
ical objects real differences corresponding to the 
differences of these various sensations, he finds un¬ 
intelligible the notion that these various qualities 
as given to sensation actually exist in the objects. 
T bus Descartes, although he does not commit him¬ 
self firmly on the point, leans towards the view 
found in Locke and others, that primary qualities 
exist in objects, but secondary qualities, as we 
perceive them, do not. He shares with Locke the 
representative theory of perception that goes with 
such a view. He differs from Locke, however, both 
in the exact list he gives of primary qualities, and in 
holding that, although we have ideas of sensation, 
none of our knowledge of physical objects really 
comes from sensation. Sensation can give us only 
unclear and confused ideas, and we understand 
physical reality only by an act of the intellect, 
through the ideas of extension and its modes, 
which can be made clear and distinct. 

Descartes’s conception of a complete natural sci¬ 
ence, consonant with his other views, is of an en¬ 
tirely deductive system derived from self-evident a 
priori premises. These premises were ultimately of 
a philosophical or metaphysical character. Meta¬ 
physics and science are for him fundamentally one, 
and in his Principles he indeed attempts to derive 
the first principles of his science from reflection on 
the nature of God. Every physical event, including 
changes in the human body, was governed by the 
same physical laws - thus medicine, ultimately, 
must be part of the one physical science. All the 
sciences were one with physics, and physics one 
with philosophy, a state of affairs which Descartes 
pictured in his description of the Tree of Know¬ 
ledge, of which the roots were metaphysics, the 
trunk physics, and the branches the other sciences. 


This science Descartes expected to be of not 
merely theoretical interest. In common with his 
older contemporary, Francis Bacon, he frequently 
emphasises the practical benefits to be expected 
from the scientific study of nature; in particular he 
hoped that the study of physiology might enable 
man to discover the causes of senescence and thus 
to prolong life. 

Despite the entirely a priori cluracter of the sci¬ 
ence which he imagined, Descartes admitted, from 
the beginning, and increasingly after discouraging 
experience, that experiments were necessary to the 
discovery of physical truths, and he himself en¬ 
gaged in many experiments, for example in phy¬ 
siology and optics. The need for these experiments 
and their function are not entirely clear granted the 
nature of his system and its a priori claims, and his 
interpreters have found many problems in his va¬ 
rious and not entirely consistent accounts of this 
matter. 

The influence of Descartes on the history of 
philosophy has probably been greater than that of 
any other thinker, with the exception of Aristotle. 
It extended far beyond the Cartesians, such as Male- 
branche who adopted many of his views, or even 
the other Ration^sts, who agreed with much of 
his general account of the nature of philosophy and 
science. In particular, the British Empiricists, who 
rejected almost all his conclusions, were so pro¬ 
foundly affected by his approach that the eight¬ 
eenth-century Scots philosopher Reid stated not 
so much a paradox as the truth in writing that 
Malebranche, Locke, Berkeley and Hume shared 
a common “system of the human imdcrstanding” 
which “may still be called the Cartesian system”. 
The same influence, in very various forms, has 
continued to the present day. 

What influenced all these philosophers was die 
most revolutionary element in Descartes* thought, 
his placing at the centre of philosophy the epistemo¬ 
logical question “how do I know...?** Des¬ 
cartes was cffeaivcly the first to try to abandon the 
impersonal, “God*s eye view” of the world com¬ 
mon to earlier philosophers, and to ask, not just 
what the world was like, but how one could 
know what the world was like. Descartes ako 
transmitted to his successors the view that there 
could be only one valid method of answering these 
questions, the method of starting from the imme- 
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diatc data of consciousness, which alone were in¬ 
dubitable, and attempting to “work out” from 
them to an external world. Descartes himself at¬ 
tempted to do this by appealing to the existence 
and nature of God. His arguments here represent 
some of the most traditional elements in his thought; 
when these were called in question, not just in 
detail but in principle, other philosophers were 
left with the task of constructing an external world 
from the immediate data of consciousness without 
such transcendental aids. 

T hus the philosophy of Descartes, which is it¬ 
self a transcendenul religious metaphysics as well 
as a philosophy of the New Science, contained the 
seeds of the empiricism and subjective idealism that 
came later. It is perhaps only in very recent years 
that pliilosophers have determinedly called in 
question the fundamental Cartesian principle which 
underlies these systems, that there are immediate 
data of consciousness, more certain than anything 
else, from which philosophy must start in its search 
for knowledge. (b.a.o.w.) 

Determinism. The thesis of determinism is, 
roughly, that any event whatsoever is an instance 
of some law of nature. It is not easy to state this 
thesis in a precise manner; it is most usually stated 
in the form: every event has a cause, or nature is 
uniform; a famous and very graphic formulation 
by Laplace is that given a knowledge of the state of 
the universe at some date it is in principle possible 
to predict all the subsequent history of the universe. 
The thesis cannot be proved or disproved; we can¬ 
not prove it since to do so would require the pro¬ 
vision of a deterministic explanation of the totality 
of events; we cannot disprove it since any failure to 
find a deterministic explanation of an event can 
always be regarded, and usually is regarded, as a 
temporary lacuna in scientific knowledge. The fam¬ 
ous problem of the justification of induction can 
be stated in the form: science presupposes the prin¬ 
ciple of determinism, and if this principle is un- 
provable then science rests on unprovable pre¬ 
suppositions. Hume was responsible for the clas¬ 
sical statement of this problem, to which philos¬ 
ophers have never found an agreed solution. It 
appears, however, that the deterministic hypothesis 
has been abandoned in some fundamental physical 
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enquiries in which statistical laws arc sought regard¬ 
ing events for which, taken singly, no deterministic 
explanation is sought. For this, and other reasons 
it is commonly suggested that the principle of 
determinism should not be regarded as a true or 
false statement but as a methodological principle 
which may or may not be used in a scientific in¬ 
vestigation. 

Frequently, however, the thesis of determinism 
is understood to involve the thesis that the will is 
not free, that choice is illusory and that how we act 
is determined. To speak of a determinist is usually 
understood to involve reference to this special posi¬ 
tion ; there are philosophers who accept the prin¬ 
ciple of determinism but regard it as compatible 
with the freedom of the will, but it would be 
misleading to speak of these philosophers as being 
determinists. The principle of indeterminacy in 
physics can be thought to provide a solution to the 
problem of the freedom of the will only at the ex¬ 
pense of confused thinking, for there is no way of 
basing human responsibility on the impossibility 
of simultaneously determining the position and 
momentum of elementary particles. (j.o.u.) 

Dewey, John (1859-1952), American philosopher. 
Few philosophers have exerted a more widespread 
influence in the world of practical affairs. Nor is it 
accidental that this should be so, for in all his writ¬ 
ings Dewey is guided by the idea that philosophy is 
a thoroughly human undertaking which must be 
judged in terms of its social or cultural impact. 

During the nineteenth century philosophy had 
for one reason or another become largely an aca¬ 
demic subject engaged in by professors and little 
heeded by men of practical affairs. All of Dewey’s 
work was designed to reverse this trend. He was an 
uncompromising naturalist with a vigorous distrust 
of anything that smacked of the esoteric. The key 
to healthy philosophy would be first of all the 
philosopher’s recognition tliat he was a human 
being like any other, and that his own thoughts 
and reasonings like any others had natural origins 
and natural purposes. Philosophizing is a mode of 
human behaviour; it arises in certain contexts rather 
than others; and it should be judged in terms of 
its capacity to meet the challenge of the very con¬ 
ditions which give rise to it. To state the matter 
otherwise, philosophy Is tied to culture both at its 
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inception and at its termination. For, on the one 
hand, it arises from the natural tendency to reflect 
upon the problems generated by the culture of its 
time; and, on the other hand, it needs tobejudged 
in terms of its tendency to resolve those problems, 
its completeness as an evaluational spur to the 
culture of the future. 

There is a sense in which one can say that Dewey 
replaced the problem of truth with the problem of 
value. As we shall sec, any attempt to summarise 
Dewey’s views on the concept of truth is difficult 
and hazardous. But, whatever the outcome, it is 
quite clear that his primary concern is the question 
of value. The demands of truth can become, as the 
record of academic philosophy demonstrates, eso¬ 
teric in the extreme; and when a demand becomes 
esoteric Dewey is inclined to be impatient of it. 
His tendency is to replace the question “what con¬ 
clusion is true?” with the question “what conclu¬ 
sion, considering the conditions of the problem 
which gives rise to our thinking at all, is the one 
which we ought to come out with?” Theory of 
value is his central concern in everything that he 
writes. And it is not surprising that his philosophy 
led him to revolutionary ideas concerning the educa¬ 
tional process. Dewey’s programme of progressive 
education was a natural off-shoot of his philosophy 
as a whole. 

Let us look more closely at Dewey’s naturalistic 
account of human thinking, always remembering 
that the account is meant to apply to philosophical 
thought as well as to any other kind. He was 
strongly influenced by C. S. Peirce’s contention 
tliat all thought is a movement from a doubtful to 
a settled situation of belief. Indeed, most of Dcwey*s 
description is derived either from Peirce or from 
William James ; but he stated it in a way peculi¬ 
arly his own. Thinking (or intellection) is a form 
of activity engaged in by a human biological 
organism whenever habitual patterns of action arc 
disrupted. The function of thought is to solve the 
problems which give rise to it. It will be judged by 
the relative degree of permanence of the settled 
belief or action to which it leads. More specifically, 
its function is described by Dewey in five stages, 
(i) Given the breakdown of habit, the organism 
nonetheless presses on to further action. Overt ac¬ 
tion being thwarted, this tendency amounts to 
what Dewey calls “suggestions” (2) “Intellectualiza- 


tion” takes place as the problem is formulated as 
one to be solved, as one meets the situation from 
the standpoint of a question to which an answer is 
sought. (3) The next step is the imaginative con¬ 
struction of “hypotheses” which might serve as 
guides in the actual search for an answer. An hy¬ 
pothesis is a guide to observation and the collection 
of evidence. (4) “Reasoning” in the narrow sense of 
the term consists in deducing from any hypothesis 
one pleases the actual differences it would make in 
the course of experience. Deduction thus serves as 
a device for setting up the conditions of experiment. 
(5) Experiment itself, or “testing”, is simply the 
action (overt or imaginative) which is required to 
check the hypothesis against those differences of 
fact entailed. 

Notice that when you view the matter in this 
way your ultimate question may be worded some¬ 
what as follows: Given the problem with which 
you start, and given a complete run-through of the 
five stages enumerated, is the end result with which 
you come out one which you ought or ought not 
to have reached? The problem is one of judging an 
activity in a context. It is a valuational problem, 
and is to be differentiated from any esoteric ques¬ 
tion about final and absolute “truth”. 

Dewey’s evasive style of writing, and his tend¬ 
ency to rephrase his major contentions in the face 
of rigorous attacks, caused some difficulty at this 
point. In his earlier writings he tended, following 
James, to state his position as a view concerning the 
meaning of truth. Thus, he tended at first to say 
that what we mean by “true” is contained in a 
description of the criteria to be satisfied by any 
“proper” end result of the process just described. 
Such a description would provide the full import 
of the remark that “the true is that which works” 
- a remark too often thrown back at Dewey with¬ 
out full consideration of its detailed meaning for 
him. Nonetheless, under vigorous attack, especially 
by Russell, Dewey’s way of talking significantly 
changed. The purport of Russell’s attack rested on 
the claim that one must carefully distinguish the 
meaning of truth from the criteria wc apply in estab¬ 
lishing its presence. Thus, in order to establish that 
“Caesar crossed the Rubicon” is true, I must no 
doubt engage in future research and establish that, 
when adopted as an hypothesis, it “works”. But 
what 1 mean in calling the proposition true is that 
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it “corresponds” in some sense with what actually 
took place a good many years ago. 

The controversy between Dewey and Russell 
fills many pages, but the upshot can be expressed 
as follows. Dewey tends in his later writings to 
discard the words “truth” and “true” altogether, 
k r, us though he were to say: “Perhaps in its 
iiuditional use this word has had a tendency to 
signify correspondence. If so, I can only say that it 
b.gnifies something wholly unmanageable. Pray, 
on what metaphysical cloud can one sit in order to 
observe this mysterious relation of correspondence 
between a proposition uttered now and an event 
which transpired so many years ago? I give you 
your word; and say merely that I am uninterested 
in it. My concern is with the conditions under 
which the hypotheses we adopt are or are not 
warrantedly assertible. It is those conditions which 
must be our guide in judging discourse, not the 
esoteric notions of professors about truth by 
correspondence.” 

Russell’s further claim that, difficult as it is, the 
notion of truth by correspondence cannot be 
avoided - his claim that Dewey, while ostentatious¬ 
ly ushering it out of the front door, surreptitiously 
introduces it through all the back windows - can¬ 
not here be adequately treated. 

It is, however, easy to see how Dewey applies his 
general thesis in the more restricted area of ethics 
and morals. The subject matter of ethics is the 
conduct of men, and its purpose is to formulate in 
general terms the basis of the distinction between 
good conduct and bad conduct. It follows for 
Dewey that the first task of ethics is to understand 
the nature of these biological organisms whose con¬ 
joint behaviour constitutes the social context. The 
second task is to understand the kinds of problem 
situation which give rise to our effort to distinguish 
good conduct from bad conduct. Once we have 
performed these two tasks, and not before, we may 
be in a position to formulate the difference between 
“good” and “bad”. Dewey states the main outlines 
of his moral theory in a book significantly entitled 
Human Nature and Conduct. Human nature is ana¬ 
lysed in terms of three key concepts: impulse, 
habit and intelligence. The dynamic character of 
the human organism is expressed in the concept of 
impulse. Habits in turn are conceived as those 
relatively stable patterns of activity which result 
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from the constant interplay of impulse from within 
and social pressures from witliout. Intelligence is 
described in functional terms as the form of activ¬ 
ity whereby, when habits are frustrated or upset, 
the organism seeks to reinstate action. Thus, degree 
of intelligence will be judged in terms of the degree 
of permanence with which action is reinstated rel¬ 
ative to the problem which thwarted action in the 
first place. 

This will be recognized as part of Dewey’s gen¬ 
eral description of the thought process; but it is 
now introduced as a clue to the moral philosopher’s 
search for the good for man. He proposes the 
following definition of “good”: 

“Good consists in the meaning that is ex¬ 
perienced to belong to an activity when conflict 
and entanglement of various incompatible im¬ 
pulses and habits terminate in a unified orderly 
release in action.” (p. 210) 

In short, we ask the question “what is good?” 
only relatively to a general type of problem 
situation. A general definition of “good” must 
therefore be provided in such a way as to cover the 
essential features which would be required of any 
acceptable solution of just such problems. Those 
who read Dewey are sometimes puzzled by his 
persistence in insisting that what he calls “mere 
enjoyment” is not evaluational. If, however, one 
attends to his general line of argument the insistence 
is clearly seen as an essential part of his view. 
“Merely” to enjoy or like .something is not to 
solve any problem. Dewey wishes to preserve the 
force of the word “good” as a commitment of 
choice between one course of action and another. 
This defines for him the fundamental moral or 
ethical problem. 

From such a basis it is easy to see how the general 
outlines of Dewey’s social philosophy emerge. 
Societies can be described in terns remarkably sim¬ 
ilar to the terms “impulse” and “habit”. Societies, 
like individuals, are dynamic and active. Like in¬ 
dividuals they develop relatively stable patterns ot 
action. Once again, the stable patterns arc the result 
of interplay between forces from within and forces 
from without. And societies, like individuals, de¬ 
velop habits wliich break down under unexpected 
pressures and strains. Thus the role of intelhgence 
at the social level is comparable to the role of in¬ 
telligence at the level of individual action. Societies 
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must seek to establish patterns of activity stable 
enough to resist shock; a course of action must 
always be judged according to its degree of success 
in removing the conditions of breakdown. 

If one combines this thesis with Dewey’s general 
naturalistic claims, one is prepared to understand 
his tremendously influential role in setting social 
science on its feet. Always sceptical of the esoteric, 
Dewey had no respect for those who seemed to 
him to approach problems “from the top down”. 
It seemed to him that political philosophy had for 
too long sought the justification of courses of action 
in elaborate metaphysical doctrines. The only in¬ 
telligent approach to human problems was for him 
an approach “from the bottom up”. That is to 
say, the experimental methods of inductive science 
must be applied without preconceptions as to 
where one must come out. Social science should 
tackle concrete problems by running through pre¬ 
cisely those five stages of intelligent activity which 
we earlier listed. Above all, it should run the risk 
of bold hypothesis and tackle the task of checking 
every hypothesis against the evidence. 

Dewey’s philosophy of education is an integral 
part of his general social philosophy. Education 
should be based upon the premise that all genuine 
thought grows out of real problem situations. To 
educate a child by subjecting him to a rigid and 
standardized training in “the three R*s“ is once 
again to work “from the top down”. If education 
is to proceed “from the bottom up” it will adjust 
itself to real problems felt by the child, and will 
educate him by training him to invent hypotheses, 
think out their consequences, and test them in 
actual practice. The emphasis on what the child 
feels as a real problem in contrast to what the teacher 
preconceives as gospel - this is the clue to Dewey’s 
educational theories. 

The dangers are evident; and before his death 
Dewey watched “progressive education” have its 
day in America until its excesses produced a strong 
reaaion in favour of a return to “the three R’s”. 
Dewey was aware of the excesses* and repeatedly 
deplored them ; but there is no evidence that he 
ever changed his mind concerning his general 
theory. 

As a naturalist, wary of the esoteric, implacable 
foe of working from the top down, and scornful 
of metaphysics, Dewey was bound to attack reli¬ 


gion and its hold upon the mind of the West. Meta¬ 
physics at large is the object of his attack, and one 
finds in his writings two rather dilFcrent ground > 
for attack. Religion suffers heavy punishment on 
either ground. The first is that metaphysical think¬ 
ing reaJly makes no difference at all so far as the 
progress of man’s intelligent control of nature is 
concerned. It is froth which adds nothing in the 
onrush of man’s increasing understanding through 
the experimental method of science. The second 
ground of attack is that metaphysical thinking 
makes a very great deal of difference ~ for the 
worse. It is said to block inquiry, to make philo¬ 
sophy dogmatic and stagnant, to close men’s minds 
to possibilities inherent in natural science. 

Dewey attacked religion on both these grounds, 
and they may very well be compatible. For the 
contingent fact that men entertain a theory may 
have very bad effects even though from the stand¬ 
point of logic the theory is entirely barren of pre¬ 
dictive consequences. But Dewey never wished to 
pose as an iconoclast, and he coupled his attacks 
upon religion with a positive claim that his way 
alone would lead to a release of the religious en¬ 
ergies of mankind. His professed goal is to divorce 
the meamng of the adjective “religious” from the 
traditional sense of the noun “religion”. The intent 
of this divorce will be seen at once in the following 
quotations. First, the definition of “religious”: 

“Any activity pursued on behalf of an ideal 
and against obstacles and in spite of threats of 
personal loss because of conviction of its general 
and enduring value is religious in quality.” 
What then of “religion” ? 

“If I have said anything about religions and 
religion that seems harsh, I have said those things 
because of a firm belief that the claim on the part 
of religions to possess a monopoly of ideals and 
of the supernatural means by which alone, it is 
alleged, they can be furthered, stands in the way 
of the realisation of distinctively religious values 
inherent in natural experience. For that reason if 
for no other, I should be sorry if any were misled 
by the frequency with which I have employed 
the adjective “religious” to conceive of what I 
have said as a disguised apology for what have 
passed as religions. The opposition between reli¬ 
gious values as I conceive them and religions is 
not to be bridged. Just because the release of 
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these values is so important, their identification 

with the creeds and cults of religions must be 

dissolved.** (j.w.s.) 

Dialectic derives its name from the Greek verb 
meaning “to converse*’, and originally meant “the 
art of conversation, discussion or debate”. Aris¬ 
totle, in saying dialectic was invented by Zeno of 
Elea, was presumably referring to Zeno’s para¬ 
doxes, which refuted some hypotheses of oppo¬ 
nents by drawing unacceptable consequences from 
them. But it was first applied generally by Socra¬ 
tes, who, as presented in the earlier dialogues of 
Plato, constantly practised two teclmiqucs, both 
hypothetical in form: refuting an opponent’s state¬ 
ment by getting him in the course of questioning 
to accept as an ultimate consequence of it a state¬ 
ment contradicting it (elcnchus), and leading him 
on to a generalisation by getting liim to accept its 
truth in a series of instances {epagoge, translated 
“induction”). 

Plato himself regarded dialectic as the supreme 
philosophical method, “the coping-stone of the 
sciences”, and it was to be the final stage in the 
formal education of his philosopher-kings. But his 
references to dialectic, though always laudatory, 
arc often vague, and he may have had various 
conceptions at different times. It seems always to 
have involved the search for unchanging essences, 
for example, above all for the idea of the Good, 
but almost any form of non-spccialiscd abstract 
rcasonmg could fall under it. Sometimes it was 
certainly the method of refuting hypotheses, and 
at a later stage it included the method of “divi¬ 
sion” of a genus into species, one of which was 
then divided, and again as long as repetition was 
possible. 

Aristotle put dialectic on a sound footing for the 
first time in his Topics, which is a handbook, 
written mainly before his discovery of the syllo¬ 
gism, for findmg arguments to establisli or demol¬ 
ish given positions, or theses, such as “Every pleas¬ 
ure IS good”. Such theses were probably debated 
in Plato’s Academy, to which Aristotle belonged 
from 368 B.c. until Plato’s death in 348, and he 
wanted to provide general methods for dealing 
with them. He says that his book is useful for three 
purposes: training, discussions, and the philosoph¬ 


ical sciences. In the process he discovered many 
basic principles of formal logic, a subject wliich he 
developed in his Analytics as a theory of demonstra¬ 
tion by contrast with dialectic, which is restricted 
to reasoning from mere opinions. But later, formal 
logic came to be called dialectic, by the stoic 
logicians. 

A descendant of the debates in the Academy was 
the medieval disputation, in which the contestants 
continued, mainly by syllogistic reasoning, to 
maintain theses and antitheses (their opposites). By 
this means candidates in medieval umvcrsities were 
examined for degrees. 

Hegel gave a new turn to dialectic, which he 
regarded as a process not merely of reasoning, but 
found in lustory, and in the universe as a whole, 
consisting of a necessary movement from thesis to 
antithesis, and then to a synthesis of the two. It is 
the Hegehan dialectic which was taken over by 
Marx and made part of his philosophy of Dialec¬ 
tical Materialism, substituting “matter” for Hegel’s 
“spirit” as the basis of the dialectical process, 

(u.hall) 

Dialectical Materialism was originally the philo¬ 
sophical position adopted by Marx and Engels. 
It is now the official creed of the Communist party 
and is interpreted for political ends rather than as a 
matter of scholarship. Philosophically it is not nec¬ 
essary to look further than .Marx and Engels, and 
perhaps Lenin, in studying dialectical materialism. 

Marx and Engels used the term “materialism” 
rather loosely- For them to be a materialist is to 
“regard nature as primary”, to hold that matter is 
independently real and that the mental develops 
out of the material and must be explained in phys¬ 
ical terms. This view has to be understood as a 
negation of the Hegehan idealism of their times; 
the rcahty of thought and other mental phenomena 
is not denied, but only their primacy. Idealism and 
materiaUsm arc treated as being the only possible 
philosophical positions. 

Tradiuonal materialism was however rejected 
by Marx and Engels; such a view as that of the 
Greek atomisCs, which treated everything as be¬ 
ing some arrangement of material particles m mo¬ 
tion according to laws of mechames, was stigma¬ 
tized as mechamstic materiahsm and, while better 
than idealism, inadequate. A form of materialism 
which recognized process and development of the 
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novel and more complex was required, and this 
was dialectical materialism; while “motion in the 
most general sense** was the essence of all process, 
a motion more complex than mechanical motion 
had to be recognized. 

The notion of dialectics was derived from 
Hegel‘the dialectic of the concept itself became 
merely the conscious reflection of the dialectical 
motion of the real world and the dialectic of Hegel 
was placed upon its head; or rather, turned off its 
head on which it was standing before and placed 
on its feet again*’ (Engels: Feuerbach, cL 4). 

Dialectical materialism, then, sees the world as a 
process developing and evolving new and more 
complex phenomena out of the more simple ac¬ 
cording to dialectical principles, the laws of devel¬ 
opment. Ihese laws arc (i) I hc law of the trans¬ 
formation of quantitative into qualitative changes; 
illustration: - if water undergoes the quantitative 
change of getting hotter there will at a critical point 
be a qualitative change into steam; (2) The law of 
the interpenetration of opposites, involving the 
existence of contradictions within nature; illustra¬ 
tion: - motion involves the contradiction of a 
thing simultaneously being in a place and not being 
in it; (3) the law of the negation of the negation; 
illustration: - feudalism is negated by capitalism 
which is then negated by socialism, so that the new 
arises by negation of negation. These laws, stated 
by Engels, do not appear to contain such words as 
“contradiction** and “negation** in their usual 
sense and some modern follow ers have restated the 
Jaws in less paradoxical w’ays and used less para¬ 
doxical examples. The essential point that Engels 
wished to stress is that there is genuine novelty and 
qualitative difference in the world and that even 
though everything arises from brute matter we 
cannot profitably think of everything as merely a 
matter of complicated mechanical systems. 

The importance of this theory in the history of 
thought is as a general basis for Marx’s political and 
economic doctrines; Marx himself was much more 
interested in these developments than in an accu¬ 
rate statement of the basis and it is a pity that exter¬ 
nal factors have spotlighted and fixed what was 
really of only transitory importance. (j.o.u.) 

DideroCy Denis (1713-1784), a cutler’s son, born 
at Langres, France. He received his final schooling 


at the Jesuit College of Louis-le-Grand in Paris. A 
man of encyclopaedic learning, he was a natural 
choice as editor of the Encyclopidie, that summa of 
all known knowledge. At first associated with 
d’Alembert as co-editor, following the latter’s 
withdrawal in 1757 he became sole editor. From 
1747 till the appearance of the seventeenth and final 
volume in 1765, he wrote numerous articles him¬ 
self on philosophy, religion, political theory and 
literature, took particular interest in the sections on 
trade and apphed sciences, and edited the articles of 
the other contributors. This achievement alone 
would have established his reputation. 

The philosophy of Diderot is found in Pensees 
Philosophiques (1746); Lettre sur les Aueugles (1749); 
Promenade du Sceptique; Pensees sur I*Interpretation 
de la Nature (1754); Lettre sur les sourds et muets 
(1759); VEntretien d*un Philosophe avec Mme la 
Duchesse de XXX (1776). 

Following Locke, Diderot was a convinced em¬ 
piricist, accepted scientific “facts’* and rejected all 
metaphysical systems, especially Christian revela¬ 
tion, and the Church’s claim to dominate the mind. 
Atheistic implications exist in Lettre sur les Avcugles. 
No Puritan, he has a secular morality which can 
be called the religion of humanity. As novelist- 
dramatist, art-critic and editor-contributor to the 
Encyclopedic, Diderot was a giant among the philo- 
sophes (intellectuals) of the Enlightenment, (j.a/k) 

Diogenes, son of Hiccsias, hved in Greece in the 
fourth century b.c. A prominent citizen of Sinope, 
he was exiled about the middle of the fourth cen¬ 
tury, allegedly for defacing the debased currency 
then appearing in Sinope; thereafter he lived at 
Athens and Corinth, becoming the prototype of 
Cynicism. It is likely that he was influenced by 
some aspects of Antisthenes’ teaching, although 
Antisthenes was probably dead before Diogenes 
reached Athens. There is thus a tenuous thread 
leading back to Socrates, and there is some point 
in the alleged remark of Plato, that Diogenes was 
a Socrates gone mad. 

Virtue, which alone produced happiness, was 
achieved through the attainment of self-sufficiency, 
the means to which was freedom from any external 
family or public restriction or internal disturbance 
of desires, emotions or fears. By rejecting all prop- 


82 



Ducasse 


erty, external goods, conventional values, any as¬ 
sociations whi^ could tie or restrict him and dis¬ 
turb his peace of mind, he reduced his needs and 
vulnerability to the barest natural minimum, re¬ 
taining mastery of the kingdom which could not 
be taken from him - his own soul. This was to live 
in accordance with nature; everything else was 
convention and of illusory value, against which he 
carried on uncompromising warfare, seeking in 
his life and teaching to deface its currency in the 
eyesj of others, as he and his father had defaced 
the debased currency at Sinope. As a practical 
ethic this required continual practice and training, 
both physical and mental. For example, he would 
embrace a bronze statue in winter to train the body 
in hardship and eradicate physical desire; he would 
court insult to test the subjugation of emotion in 
his mind. Indeed continual endurance of hardship, 
of which Heracles was the often quoted ideal, was 
a necessary concomitant of the stark poverty of the 
Cynic way of life. Diogenes* own life as a stateless 
beggar of no possessions sleeping where he could 
in Athens, was a practical demonstration of this, 
and with precept formed the method of his teach¬ 
ing. Theoretical education and learning were des¬ 
pised. Possessed of a cutting wit and repartee, his 
attack on convention knew no restraint of fear, 
authority or decency, either in word or deed, as he 
deliberately went to extremes to underline his 
points; hence his nickname, the Dog, from which, 
in Greek, came the word Cynicism. Diogenes ac¬ 
cepted the taunt and many anecdotes of him con¬ 
tain iUustrations from animals, which were free 
from the slavery of human convention. He is cred¬ 
ited with some written works, notably a Republic 
and some tragedies illustrating his philosophy, but 
our tradition is doubtful and obscured by our lack 
of contemporary evidence, and by the legend that 
grew up around him. His life clearly is his tesument. 

(l.G.K.) 

Dualism is any system of thought which divides 
everything in some way into two categories or 
elements, or else dcdvei everything from two 
principles, or else refuses to admit more or less 
than two substances or two kinds of substance. 
Although of course dualistic systems have to be 
justified by arguments, what leads some philo¬ 
sophers to dualism is the urge to tidy up and sim¬ 


plify our picture of the world, an urge which 
would drive them on to monism if they were not 
prevented by respect for some radical and irredu¬ 
cible difference which their dualism expresses. The 
Pythagoreans afford an early example of this 
blockage of the unifying tendency, in their case by 
a whole scries of opposites, which they reduced in 
turn to two basic principles, the Limit and the 
Unlimited. 

The term, which was introduced by Hcydc 
about 1700 to cover such theological views as 
Manichacism, has the same ambiguities as mon¬ 
ism, and can likewise be applied to at least three 
distinguishable and logically independent onto¬ 
logical views. The most outstanding and influential 
example of duahsm, giving precise formulation to 
what is probably the commonsensc view, and 
going back at least to Anaxagoras, is Descartes* 
division of the world into “extended substance** 
(matter) and “thinking substances** (minds); this 
kind of duahsm might be called attributive, as 
claiming that there arc two kinds of attributes and 
thus that all substances are of just two ultimate 
kinds. This distinguishes it from substantial dual¬ 
ism, the view that there are precisely two sub¬ 
stances, which docs not by itself have the same 
psychological attractiveness: for once admit that 
there is more than one substance, and it seems 
arbitrary not to admit several, unless the two ad¬ 
mitted are of fundamentally different kinds. For 
the same reason, a third possibiUty, a partial dual¬ 
ism, claiming that regardless of the number of 
ultimate kinds of substance some one kind has just 
two substances belonging to it, is unattractive. It 
was in fact rejected by Descartes, who allowed only 
one substance in the material realm, but in the 
mental realm a plurality of them. 

The term “duahsm** can also be apphed rather 
more loosely to philosophical systems which have 
as their core some important opposition, as in 
Plato between the world perceived by the senses 
and the world of Forms known by the mind, or in 
Kant the distinction between the phenomenal and 
the noumenal world. (r.hall) 

Ducasse, Curt John, (1881-1969), born in France, 
and educated in France, England and USA. He was 
Professor of Philosophy at Brown University. He 
worked in many fields of philosophy, but more 
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specially in the field of the methodology of sci« 
ence; in this field his article entitled Explanation, 
Mechanism and Teleology (1925) was particularly 
influential. His most important book was his 
Paul Carus Lectures Nature, Mind and Death (1951). 
This book epitomized much of his thought: in 
Part I he discussed the subject matter and method 
of philosophy, holding that philosophical questions 
are essentially semantical and about the analysis of 
value-terms. Part II analysed such fundamental 
categories as those of substance and causation. Part 
III defended a view of perception according to 
which what is sensed is an internal accusative of 
the sensations and that perception proper alw'ays 
involves interpretation, conscious or unconscious. 
Part IV contained Ducassc’s discussion of the rela¬ 
tion of mind to body and of the possibility of sur¬ 
vival ; after a general discussion of traditional views 
and their difficulties and of the empirical evidence 
for survival he tentatively suggested a modified 
version of metempsychosis as the most plausible 
hypothesis. (j.o.u.) 

E 

Edwards, Jonathan (1703-1757), born in South 
Windsor, Connecticut, is now widely recognized 
as one of the most brilliant and original philosoph¬ 
ical minds produced by America. He stood mid¬ 
way between the Calvinist theological mind of the 
seventeenth century and the Lockean empiricist 
temper of the eighteenth century. In his own time 
the significance of his major writings was missed 
on both sides. For close to two centuries his reputa¬ 
tion was confined to the field of specialized theo¬ 
logy and distorted by failure to grasp his central 
philosophical intent. Not until the twentieth cen¬ 
tury was his role in the drama of eighteenth-cen¬ 
tury thought reconsidered and gradually under¬ 
stood. 

The traditional conception of Edwards was that 
of a man who in early life showed great promise 
as a philosopher steeped in the writings and the 
spirit of Newton and Locke; who later as a Cal¬ 
vinist minister sought to revive the fundamental 
axioms of Calvinism at a time when they were 
losing their hold on English-speaking minds; who 
therefore must be considered as an “anachronism’' 
smothering his latent philosophical promise with 
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Hell-fire sermons and esoteric treatises which 
sought to justify them. 

A proper understanding of Edwards will rec¬ 
ognize that all of his mature writings arc careful 
and brilliant attempts to defend and reinterpret 
the fundamental axioms of Calvinism in terms 
precisely of that deep understanding and profound 
grasp of the spirit of Newton and Locke which he 
never for a moment abandoned. He did straddle, 
as it were, an impossible fence. His subtle revision 
ot the import of Calvinism made him unpopular 
among the defenders of the orthodoxy he was 
trying to save; his use of the new philosophical 
spirit to revive religious orthodoxy at all made him 
anathema to the run-of-the-mill proponents of the 
secularized spirit of the “Enlightenment”. The fact 
remains that Edwards* major writings show a 
deeper understanding of the new plulosophical in¬ 
sights of the eighteenth century than do the com¬ 
monly adulated works of later Americans such as 
Franklin and Paine. 

His major works were three; and each was de¬ 
signed to reinterpret a fundamental Calvmist ax¬ 
iom in the light of Newton and Locke. The axiom 
of Determinism is defended in the treatise on 
Freedom of the Will, This treatise remains one of the 
classic defences of determinism, and should be 
compared with such standard twentieth-century 
texts as that of The Freedom of the Will by the 
Cahfornia Associates (1938). The axiom of deprav¬ 
ity is defended in the treatise on the Nature of True 
Virtue. The brilhancc of Edwards* revision of the 
concept of depravity is difficult to overestimate. 
The argument rests throughout upon a thorough¬ 
going Lockean psychological analysis; its logic is 
impeccable, and one is struck by the independence 
of the argument upon any appeal to theological 
matters such as the story of the Fall of Man. The 
central theological axiom of Calvinism - the axiom 
of God’s omnipotence and inscrutability - recurs 
in all of Edwards’ writings; but the pivotal docu¬ 
ment in which he takes his stand on the source of 
man’s knowledge of God is the treatise on the 
Religious Affections. Here too Edwards* argument 
is based upon a thoroughgoing Lockean empiricist 
psychology. His defence of the emotive basis of 
religious experience (designed as a defence of the 
Great Awakening) is one of the most forward- 
looking documents of the time. The late eighteenth 



century committed the great mistake of proclaim¬ 
ing an utterly uncmpirical “argument from de¬ 
sign” as the touchstone of empiricism in religion. 
Edwards on the contrary saw clearly that the only 
consistent way to endorse empiricism in religion 
is to endorse mysticism. The empirical demand is 
the demand that you have experience of that 
whereof you speak; and if you speak of God this is 
a demand for the mystical strain. Edwards’ de¬ 
fence of the thesis that such experiences arc always 
essentially emotive in character not only seeks to 
conform to the demands of empiricist psychology 
of his time but also results in an astonishing fore¬ 
shadowing of claims usually associated with 
William James’ monumental Varieties of Religious 
Experience published nearly two centuries later. 

It should be repeated that Edwards* defence of 
Calvinism seriously modified it He was a thor¬ 
oughgoing Antinomian and insofar heretical. But 
few men anywhere in the eighteenth century more 
fully grasped or more brilliantly expressed what 
was new and permai ent in the philosophy of the 
West in the eighteenth century. (j.w.s.) 

Eleatics is the name given to the philosopher 
Parmenides and his follower Zeno, who lived in 
Elea (a Greek colony in southern Italy) and argued 
that reality must be single and unchanging, and by 
implication that the plural sense-world is therefore 
illusory. Also counted as an Eleatic, because he 
accepted these views, was Mclissus of Samos, who 
flourished c. 440 b.c.; he amended Parmenides by 
arguing that Being was infinite, not fmitc, and 
incorporeal. He also produced an explicit argu¬ 
ment against sensation: we perceive plurality, yet 
we also perceive that things change, which on 
Elcatic premises is logically impossible; therefore 
perception is false, and if there arc many they must 
be of the same kind as the Elcatic One. This con¬ 
clusion may have aided Leucippus in his concep¬ 
tion of atomism. Xenophanes, too, was often 
regarded in antiquity as an Elcatic, because of the 
superficial resemblance of his one god with Par¬ 
menides’ one Being; but Parmenides’ logical pro¬ 
cess of inference is so radically different from Xeno¬ 
phanes’ reversal of Homeric anthropomorphism 
that there were probably no close links between 
the two thinkers. The Eleatics - their leader, Par- 


Empedocles 

mcnides, in particular - had a profound effect on 
the development of Pre-Socratic thought. The 
material monism of the Milesians and the struc¬ 
tural monism of Heraclitus were replaced by 
systems that envisaged a plurality of essentially 
immutable elements, and which had now to face 
the question of the validity of sensation. Sec also 
Pre-Socratics. (c.s.k.) 

Empedocles of Acragas in Sicily, flourished c. 450 
B.c. He was a doctor, also a keen democrat; his 
mystical claims (c.g. that he was a god, having 
previously been “a boy, a girl, a bush and a bird 
and a dumb fish in the sea”) gave rise to extravagant 
biographical inventions. To meet Parmenides* 
dilemma he claimed in liis physical poem “On 
Nature” that apparent coming-to-be and perishing 
were caused by the mixture and separation of 
eternally-existing ‘Toots** or elements - fire, water, 
earth, and air (the corporeality of which Empe¬ 
docles verified by observation). Attraction and 
repulsion of the roots were caused by specific 
motive agents. Love and Strife, which also 
possessed size and bulk. An equivalent to Par¬ 
menides’ “sphere” of Beings was reproduced 
when Love permeated the roots and mixed them 
together; then Strife gradually entered the sphere 
which was described as a god and caused plurality 
to assert itself. Thus the senses, if properly used, 
were not necessarily deceptive; in fact sensation 
was caused by physical effluences from objects 
entering pores in the sense-organs and meeting 
with corresponding roots there; thus fire activates 
fire in the eye, in vision. Empedocles avoided 
the apparent coniing-to-be of traditional cosmo¬ 
gonies by making the entry of Strife into the 
sphere merely one stage out of four in a never- 
ending cosmic cycle: domination of Love, entry 
and gradual increase of Strife, domination of Strife, 
entry of Love. Our world belongs to the second of 
these. Corresponding with the transitional stages 
were two evolutionary stages: when Love is in 
the ascendant, first disunited limbs, then mon¬ 
sters; when Strife increases, first “wholc-natured 
forms”, then our world. In a second poem, “Puri¬ 
fications”, Empedocles described a personal cycle 
of innocence, pollution, fall, purification, and de¬ 
ification. Verbal resemblances with the physical 
poem suggest that this cycle had some correspond- 
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cncc with the cosmic one. Pollution is cau$c(} by 
bloodshed and strife, and leads to successive in¬ 
carnations of the type also envisaged by Pytha¬ 
goreans and Orphics. See also Pre-Socratics. 

(g.s.k.) 

Empiricism* In its ordinary use, the term “empir¬ 
icism” (from the Greek “empeiria” == “expe¬ 
rience”) means the employment of methods based 
on practical experience, rather than on an accepted 
body of theory. But in philosophy the word is used 
only in a quite different, and technical, sense to 
refer to the philosophical theory that all know¬ 
ledge is derived from experience. “Radical empiri¬ 
cism” was the name given by William James 
to his own version of this theory. 

Empiricism has been developed mainly by a 
succession of British philosophers, of whom the 
most important arc Locke, Berkeley, Hume and 
John Stuart Mill. Although such movements as 
Encyclopedism in France have been inspired by 
empiricist ideas, empiricism has never taken hold 
on the Continent, whereas in Britain it has 
been the dominant tradition in philosophy since 
the seventeenth century. Moreover, Continental 
empiricists, like the Frenchman Condillac, have 
always been directly or indirectly influenced by 
British philosophy. 

The general principles of empiricism arc opposed 
primarily to those of rationalism, and it was as a 
reaction against the systems of Descartes, Spinoza 
and Leibniz that modern empiricism originated. 
There arc two central questions at issue between 
rationalists and empiricists. The first concerns a 
priori concepts (or “innate ideas” as they were 
misleadingly called in the seventeenth century), 
that is, ideas which, it is claimed, are not derived 
from scnse-cxpcricncc but independently produced 
by reason or intellect. Rationalists allow that some 
concepts arc empirical (for example, that we derive 
our idea of redness from our experience of seeing 
red objects), but they maintain that our knowledge 
of the world also involves a priori concepts like 
those of cause and substance. It is fundamental to 
empiricism to deny the existence, of such ideas. 
Empiricists therefore argue cither that allegedly a 
priori concepts can be analysed or broken down 
into a combination of simpler concepts derived 
from experience, or sometimes, and more radically, 
that they are not genuine concepts at all (for ex¬ 


ample, that “substance”, as a metaphysical term, 
is simply a word to which no meaning can be 
assigned). The second dispute between rationalists 
and empiricists concerns a priori propositions or 
statements. It is generally agreed that all necessary 
truths arc a priori, since we can only learn from 
experience what has been and is likely to be the 
case, not what must be so. Empiricists, who believe 
that we have no means of acquiring knowledge 
except through observation of what actually hap¬ 
pens, contend that necessary truths are true by 
definition, or analytic. Rationalists, on the other 
hand, hold that some a priori statements are syn¬ 
thetic; that is, that they tell us something about 
the nature of the world. The assertion “every event 
must have a cause”, for example, has been said to 
be a self-evident principle of this kind: a priori 
because it states a necessary conneaion, and syn¬ 
thetic because it is not simply true by definition 
(as “every effect has a cause” is). It is characteristic 
of empiricism to deny that reason can assure us 
of the truth of a genuinely synthetic statement and 
therefore that any proposition can be both a priori 
and synthetic. 

As a result of their disagreement over these 
matters of principle, rationalists and empiricists 
have very different attitudes towards natural science 
and towards metaphysics. Rationalists have been 
inclined, broadly speaking, to think of beliefs based 
on experience as infeacd with error. For them, an 
understanding of the world is not to be gained 
through sense-perception, which is confused, but 
through metaphysical speculation. But precisely 
because metaphysics claims to give knowledge of 
a reality transcending experience, metaphysical in¬ 
quiry depends upon our having a priori concepts. 
The empiricist tradition has therefore been antagon¬ 
istic to metaphysics, and has set a high value on 
science as a means of acquiring knowledge. It is no 
accident that Hume described Newton as “the 
greatest and rarest genius that ever arose for the 
ornament and instruction of the species”. 

The solutions that empiricists o^ to particular 
philosophical problems are essentially applications 
of the general principles that have b^ described. 
Hume*s account of causation is a classical example 
of this. Hume is well aware that the relation of 
cause and effect presents crucial difficulties for em¬ 
piricism and that he has to show that the idea of a 
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cause originates in experience. He maintains, and 
in this he has been generally followed by later 
empiricists, that the causal connection between two 
events is, in effect, their regular succession, which 
is a matter of observation. He allows that the idea 
of a cause involves the idea of necessity, but this he 
also traces to its origin in experience. The repeated 
observation of B following upon A produces in us 
the habit of thinking of B when we perceive A. 
It is the experience of this habit of thought which 
is the source of our idea of necessity. “Necessity”, 
Hume writes, “is something that exists in the mind, 
not in objects”. He claims therefore to have refuted 
the rationalist account of causation as a necessary 
connection between objects, and to have shown 
that the idea of causation is a complex one that can 
be analysed into simpler elements (for example, 
the idea of regular sequence) each of which is 
derived from experience. 

Another typical application of empiricist prin¬ 
ciples is to the theory of mathematics. Mathematics 
has always been regarded as a stronghold of ration¬ 
alism, since on the face of it, mathematical prop¬ 
ositions arc a priori and synthetic. 7 4- 5 = 12: it 
seems both that this must be so and that it is a truth 
about objects that wc can know in advance of any 
experience of them. This challenge has been met 
by empiricists in two ways, by denying either the 
a priori or the synthetic character of mathematics. 
The first course is that taken by J. S. Mill, who 
treats mathematics as a generalisation from expe¬ 
rience. 7 4“ 5 = 12 is, according to him, a law of 
nature based on observation. If, however, arith¬ 
metic is not necessarily true and is only established 
by experience, it remains possible that it might also 
be falsified by experience, difficult though it may 
be to imagine what that experience would be like. 
Few empiricists have been prepared to swallow 
this paradox. They have usually taken the other 
alternative, of asserting that mathematics is analytic, 
not synthetic. According to this view, mathematic¬ 
al propositions are true by definition. 7 4- 5 = 12 
is a necessary truth, only becaase wc define “7”, 
‘*4-**» “5”, and “12” in such a way as to make 

it so. Mathematics therefore docs not, as rational¬ 
ists have thought, give us any information about 
the nature of the world. (See for example, A. J. 
Ayer, Lau^uaffc, TruthandLoiiic, Chapter 4). Though 
there arc considerable technical disagreements 
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about the nature of mathematics between present 
day empiricists they all agree on the essential point 
that its truths are necessary only because they are in 
this way uninformative. 

Empiricism is primarily a theory of knowledge, 
but its influence has also been considerable in the 
field of ethics. The reason for this is that empiricists 
have had to work out an ethical theory that is 
consistent with their general account ofknowlcdge, 
rather than that they have always been especially 
interested in ethics. Moral concepts (like rightness, 
obligation, duty and so on) must, if they are gen¬ 
uine concepts and if empiricism is correct, be deriv¬ 
able from experience like any others. But according 
to rationalists this derivation is not possible. We 
can see that a man is behaving ungratefully, but we 
camiot similarly sec that his ingratitude is wrong. 
Our idea of wrongdoing, it is said, is not based on 
experience, and we know that ingratitude is wrong 
only because reason intuitively grasps the a priori 
connection between these two ideas. The basic 
principles of morality arc self-evident, in the sense 
that they neither can be, nor need to be, justified 
by argument or observation. The reply of empiri¬ 
cists in the eighteenth century to this intuitionist 
theory was, in Hume’s words that “morality is 
more properly felt than judged of”. Moral ideas 
are derived from inner experience. We do not, ad¬ 
mittedly, observe the wrongness of an action, but 
wc feel jt, and it is this feeling that wc put into 
words when we say that the action is wrong. (See 
Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature, Book Part I). 
This point of view (often called the moral sense 
theory) was characteristically combined in eight¬ 
eenth century empiricism with the theory that our 
only duty is to produce as much happiness as pos¬ 
sible (utihtarianism). Although utilitarianism is not 
an essential part of empiricist ethics, this combina¬ 
tion is an understandable one. For, since they do 
not believe that moral principles are self-evident, 
it is natural for empiricists to hold that morality is 
justified by its tendency to bring about human 
happiness, which makes an appeal to each person’s 
instinctive feelings of sympathy. Contemporary 
empiricists have come to realize that it is unsat¬ 
isfactory to treat moral judgments as statements 
about feelings, and to regard ethics as a branch of 
the science of human nature, in the manner of 
Hume. They have therefore tended to argue that 
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moral principles do not assert a priori truths, be¬ 
cause they assert nothing, their fiinction being sole¬ 
ly the practical one of influencing behaviour. It has 
been suggested that moral judgments are really 
commands (for example, “stealing is wrong*’ ^ 
“do not steal”) or that they are expressions of 
feeling (not statements about feelings) having no ob¬ 
jective validity. This “emotive theory of ethics” 
rests on a naive view of language, and it has been 
•widely criticized. It seems likely, however, that a 
thorough investigation of the function of moral 
judgments may lead to an empiricist ethics that 
avoids the paradoxes of the emotive theory. 

If the empiricism of recent times is compared 
with that of the eighteenth and nineteenth cen¬ 
turies the most significant advance that can be seen 
to have been made is the clear separation of logical 
from psychological issues. The older empiricists 
were primarily interested in problems, of the kind 
that have been mentioned, about the analysis of 
concepts and the logical status of propositions, 
rather than in psychological problems about the 
origin of ideas. Nevertheless they were often con¬ 
fused about the questions they were debating and 
wrote as if their intention was to give a natural 
history of the mind. Hume and J. S. Mill, for ex¬ 
ample, felt themselves to be committed to an atom¬ 
istic psychology, which explained all mental activ¬ 
ity in terms of the association of ideas. Modem 
empiricists, on the other hand, recognise that their 
philosophy is compatible with any psychological 
theory that is based on observation, and leave 
psychology to the psychologists. 

The establishment of empiricism purely as a 
thesis about the logical structure of knowledge has 
been an important stimulus to the development of 
mathematical logic. It has also led to the concep¬ 
tion of philosophy as the analysis of concepts and 
propositions, and therefore to an increased hostility 
to speculative philosophy and to metaphysics in 
particular. This hostility found its most extreme 
expression in logical positivism, advocated in 
the twenties and thirties principally by the group 
of philosophers known as the Vianna Circle. The 
positivists held that apart from the formal or ana¬ 
lytic statements of mathematics and logic, no state¬ 
ments were significant except those which could be 
verified by observation. Metaphysical and theolog¬ 
ical assertions were consequently rejected, not as 


unproved, but as “nonsensical” or “meaningless”. 
At the present time, few empiricists would go so 
far as this. The tendency is, certainly, not to re¬ 
instate metaphysics as a means of knowing a reality 
transcending experience, but to treat the writings 
of metaphysicians more sympathetically as attempts 
to carry out a high-level revision of concepts, a 
“redrawing of the map of thought” as it has been 
called. It is a milder empiricism of this type that 
characterises the contemporary philosophical move¬ 
ments that are sometimes known as “linguistic 
analysis” or “analytic philosophy”. 

Encyclopedists. The first intention of the Paris 
printer and publisher, Le Breton, was to translate 
the English Cyclopaedia of Ephraim Chambers 
(1727), but when Diderot and d’Alembert be¬ 
came co-editors the scope was enlarged until it 
became the Encyclopedic ou Dictionnaire Raisonnd des 
Sciences, des Arts et des Metiers (1751-1765). This 
great w'ork in seventeen folio volumes was a monu¬ 
ment to the erudition of the French intellectuals 
or philosophes, with the aim of providing informa¬ 
tion on every branch of knowledge, and giving 
special attention to the application of science to 
industry, trade and the arts. 

Chief among the contributors was Diderot, who, 
besides having the general direction of the work, 
wrote, in addition to the Prospectus, an immense 
number of articles - on religion, ancient history, 
political theory, (his article on Autorite Politique is 
the most outspoken pronouncement in the whole 
work), philosophy, beer; and he also wrote copi¬ 
ously on the applied arts. D’Alembert, who was 
a member of the Acaddmie des Sciences before he 
was thirty, wrote his celebrated Disantrs Prdlimi-^ 
naire, in which he traced the growth of knowledge 
from the beginning. Although chiefly concerned 
with geometry, mathematics and the sciences, he 
wrote the notorious article on Genhe in 1757 
which provoked the ire of the local clergy (iden¬ 
tified therein with Socinianism) and also the wrath 
of RouMeau, because d’Alembert had deplored 
the absence of a theatre in Geneva. This called 
forth Rousseau’s indignant **Lettre h d'Alembert sur 
les Spectacles", Disgusted with the outcry over this 
article and for other reasons of prudence and ambi¬ 
tion, d’Alembert withdrew his collaboration at the 
end of 1757, leaving Diderot to carry on alone. 
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Luckily Diderot’s devoted friend, the Chevalier dc 
Jaiicourt, who had studied medicine in Geneva, 
Leyden and Cambridge, then became the general 
factotum of the work, and wrote articles on the 
widest variety of topics - philosophy (he had pre¬ 
viously published a study of Leibniz), politics and 
literature, war, despotism, government and mon¬ 
archy etc. Some critics claim that he was as impor¬ 
tant and as devoted to the enterprise as Diderot 
himself 

]. ]. Rousseau wrote on music, but a more im¬ 
portant contribution on Economie Politique fore¬ 
shadowed some of the theories of Le Centrat Social. 
Later, Rousseau came to regard the Encyclopedic as 
the work of the devil ; he quarrelled not only with 
d’Alembert but with Diderot as well, and he 
fiercely abused all the philosophers and their works. 

The fifth volume opened with a notable tribute 
to Montesquieu, author of the Esprit dcs Lois, whose 
influence on the Encyclopedic was all-pervading. 
None the less, Montesquieu stood aloof, refusing 
to write on Despetisme and Democratic, he sent an 
incomplete article on Gout w'hich was finished by 
Voltaire. Nor did the latter, despite interest and 
encouragement, contribute much. His articles on 
Froid, Galant, Garant, Gazette, Genre de Style, 
Grandeur, Grace, Hemistiche, Histoire, Idoles, Idold-^ 
trie arc more important for their style than for 
their content, the article Histoire excepted. Vol¬ 
taire’s friend, Marmontcl, an indifl'erent novelist 
and playwright, contributed articles on literature. 

Although the editors claimed that the Encyclo^ 
pedie had attracted the most eminent contributors, 
two outstanding personalities found its atmosphere 
too bellicose: Buffon. author of the great Histoire 
Naturelle, who may have contiibuted one article 
on Nature ; and Duclos, a court historian, who wrote 
only on Declamation and Etiquette. The King’s phy¬ 
sician, Quesnay, contributed two outstanding ar¬ 
ticles, Fermiers and Grains, products of physiocratic 
principles. From the same Physiocratic school of 
thought came Turgot, to be famous later as Intcn- 
dant and Minister. He wrote on foircs et Marches 
condemning barriers to free enterprise; on Fonda’- 
tions, showing the disadvantage of unchangeable 
bequests; a learned article on Etymologic and an¬ 
other on Existence. As for the German Baron 
d’Holbach, the Maecenas of the philosophe move¬ 
ment, he wrote on mineralogy and chemistry, and 
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there are grounds for attributing to him the entry 
on Reprheniants which maintains that a state can¬ 
not be prosperous and happy unless the king invites 
the co-operation of all elements of the population. 
For the rest, his general philosophy is contained in 
his notorious Systeme de la Nature (1770) where he 
insisted that kings are the defenders of the liberty 
of their subjects. Holbach was an atheist and as 
such was attacked by Voltaire. 

The great majority of the articles arc factual and 
objective, written by specialists without an axe to 
grind. Their names are mostly forgotten now, but 
we may mention Daubenton, who wrote on Nat¬ 
ural History, Dumarsais on Grammar, Toussaint 
on Jurisprudence, the illustrious Doctor Tronchin 
of Geneva on Inoculation, Richard '"Marchand 
FahricantBomtetieF* on Headgear; the Abbes Yvon 
and Mallet, two innocents who wrote on Theology. 

Other articles, however, were more barbed. 
Whereas opinions on politics were moderate, for 
republicanism had no adherents, contributions con¬ 
nected with philosophy (deeply permeated with 
Lockean empiricism) and reUgion were double- 
edged, despite orthodox professions. For instance, 
under Capuclwn, the absence from monasteries of la 
sainc philosopJiie is deplored, and under Encyclopedic 
occurs the bland statement that the contribution 
of the Sorbonne to knowledge will be theology, 
sacred history, and the history of superstitions. 
One needs to read between the lines and to follow 
the cross-references to sec how sceptical are these 
rationalist philosophers to the truths of religion. 
These latter would not stand up to the laws of 
evidence demanded in Diderot’s article Agnus Scy- 
thicus. Because of this attitude the Encyclopedic was 
suspect from the beginning, and in the course of 
its chequered career ir came into conflict with the 
Jesuits, the Jansenists, the Sorbonne, the Pope, the 
Parlement, the devout party at Court, and private 
enemies. The first suppression in 1752, thanks to 
Jesuit intrigue, was repeated in 1759, owing largely 
to the outcry against the materialism of De VEsprit, 
a w'ork of Helvetius, a friend but not a contributor. 
The public prosecutor assumed that this work was 
the very quintessence of philosophe doctrine and it 
was condemned to be burned. Its fate brought 
about the second suppression of the Encyclopedic 
but in neither case was the ban enforced for long, 
and the work went on despite hostility. In 1757 a 
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lawyer called Moreau published a pamphlet in 
which the philosophes were called Cacouacs, a pe¬ 
jorative definition which caused them intense an¬ 
noyance. In 1760 Palhssot pilloried the philosophes, 
chiefly Diderot and Rousseau, in the comedy of 
that name. Other enemies were Boyer, a former 
bishop, and the poet Lc Franc dc Pompignan, both 
of whom were devastatingly ridiculed by Voltaire. 
But the man who gave most annoyance was Fre- 
ron, editor of VAnnee Littenirc, the gadfly or 
rather hornet journalist (Frclon) whom Voltaire 
subjected to petulant but ineffective criticism in his 
play VEcossaise (1760). 

Throughout these vicissitudes, Diderot stood 
firm, a real feste Burg. Thanks to his efforts, the 
seventeenth and final volume of text appeared in 
1765, and the indispensable eleven volumes of plates 
were complete by 1772. This great manifesto of the 
philosophe movement was, despite omissions and 
contradictions, the finest tribute to Reason and the 
power of the human mind which France and the 
Age of Enhghtenmcnt produced. Diderot’s avowed 
aim, which was 'Uhanger lafafon commune depenser** 
(to change accepted habits of thought) was in large 
measure realized. (i.a.t.) 

Engels, Friedrich (1820-1895), German socialist, 
was the friend, collaborator and financial supporter 
of Marx during his residence in Britain. To Engels 
rather than to Marx we owe the exposition of the 
fundamental tenets of Dialectical Materialism. 
His most important theoretical works arc Ludwig 
Feuerbach, in which he treats of materialism and 
idealism, dialectical and mechanistic materialism 
and the materialist reorientation of Hegelian dialec¬ 
tics; Anti-Diihring in which he restates much of 
his position in reply to the criticisms of DLihring; 
and The Dialectics of Nature which contains his 
fullest statement of the laws of development. Engels 
also shared in Marx’s political enterprise, his 5 oci- 
alism, Utopian and Scientific being one of the best 
statements of the position of Marxian socialism; he 
was also co-author with Marx of the M(inifesto of 
the Communist Party, (j.o.u.) 

Epictetus (r. 55-c. 135 A.D.,)a StoicofHicrapolis, 
Phrygia. A freed slave of Nero’s secretary, and 


pupil of the Stoic Musonius, he set up a school in 
Nicopolis when Domitian banished the philo¬ 
sophers from Rome in 89. His stoicism underlines 
freedom, providence, practicality, humanity. A 
man must choose between slavery to externals and 
freedom in the inviolability of his moral purpose, 
which alone is completely in his power, unassail¬ 
able by all external ills. No man can injure or be 
injured by another, he can only injure himself For 
the governing, indeed divine, principle in man is 
his moral will; hence his sole active duty is to 
exercise it rightly, and by recognising the rule of 
divine providence in the universe of which he is an 
integral part, to accept God’s will. Impatient of 
academic theorising, he concentrated on a practical 
ethic illustrated by everyday examples; Socrates 
and Diogenes were his heroes. His message was 
not, like that of many Stoics, to an intellectual, 
social or governing chte, but to the common 
brotherhood of ordinary men. The humanity and 
nobility of his teaching shine in the Manual and 
four surviving books of lectures we have from the 
notes of his pupil Arrian. Failure is human and 
should not deter one from remaining intent on the 
ideal; only sham and pretence arc denounced. His 
later influence on both pagan and Christian thought 
was widespread. (h-.k.) 

Epicurus (342-270 B.C.), an Athenian citizen. He 
was brought up in Samos, returned to Athens for 
a short period of study as a young man, and then 
spent some years in Asia Minor. He finally re¬ 
turned to Athens in about 306 B.c. where he set up his 
school in the garden where he taught until his death. 

The modern notion of an Epicurean as a man 
given up to voluptuous high living is based on the 
slanders of later Greek writers and not on the life 
or teaching of Epicurus. “Send me some cheese of 
Cythnos that I may be able to fare sumptuously 
when I like”, runs a fragment of one of his letters 
indicative of his modest fare; and on his death-bed 
he wrote movingly to a friend: “On this last, yet 
blessed, day of my life, I write to you. Pains and 
tortures of the body I have to the full, but there is 
set over against these the joy of my heart at the 
memory of our happy conversations in the past. 
Do you, if you would be worthy of your devotion 
to me and philosophy, take care of the children of 
Metrodorus”. 
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Epicurus is best known for his moral theory of 
hedonism and as a propounder of the atomic 
theory; yet in neither field was he original. The 
only original contribution that he made to the 
theory of atomism, the view that atoms originally 
fell in* a kind of rain in parallel courses but that 
some few atoms swerved by a free choice, thus 
setting up collisions, is clearly motivated by moral 
considerations and is a regression rather than an 
improvement. This being the case the reader is 
referred to the general article on atomism. On 
morals, too, he appears to be unoriginal, for the 
essentials of the ethics of Epicurus can be found in 
the ethical fragments of Democritus. The explicit 
claims of Epicurus to originality in theoretical mat¬ 
ters can be dismissed as false. 

But Epicurus was unoriginal in theoretical mat¬ 
ters not because he was second-rate but because his 
interest was essentially practical; he was a secular 
evangelist who had to preach the secret of true 
happiness, and as such an evangelist he had a moral 
earnestness similar to that of the apostles of nine¬ 
teenth-century utilitarianism. Thus Epicurus 
taught the atomic theory not as a truth to be pro¬ 
claimed for its own sake but as an antidote to 
superstition; men were haunted with fear of gods 
and demons, terrified of death and the torments of 
the underworld, and thus unhappy; the mechanistic 
doctrines of atomism, which denied to the gods 
any control of nature or interest in human affairs 
and treated the soul as a concourse of atoms which 
was dissolved at death, were primarily an antidote 
to these terrors. But a purely mechanistic atomism 
might suggest that man was a mere machine; the 
doctrine of the voluntary atomic swerve was an 
antidote to this danger justifiable only as demanded 
by ethics but a mere excrescence on atomic theory ; 
“it were better to foDow the myths about the 
gods than to become a slave to the destiny of the 
natural philosophers”. 

Epicurus’ moral views have been much mis¬ 
understood and misrepresented. The theoretical 
basis is that pleasure alone is good and always good. 
It consists in the driving out of pain, and when 
pain is ended pleasure can only be varied but not 
increased. Pleasure is either bodily, perfect health 
being its highest form, or mental, when it is free¬ 
dom from fear and anxiety. But though all pleas¬ 
ure is good in itself some pleasure brings pain with 
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it as an inevitable consequence; therefore not all 
pleasure is to be chosen. Therefore wisdom is of the 
greatest importance since it is by wisdom that we 
are able to make the best choice of pleasures. Epicu¬ 
rus thus introduces the notion of a hedonic cal¬ 
culus. 

We have there all the essentials of Epicurus* eth¬ 
ical theory; but he is much more concerned with 
telling us what the wise choice of pleasures is than 
with theory. In the letter to Menoccus he says: 
“When therefore we maintain that pleasure is an 
end, we do not mean the pleasures of profligates 
and those that consist in sensuality... but freedom 
from pain in the body and from trouble in the 
mind. For it is not continuous drinkings, nor the 
satisfaction of lusts,... but sober reasoning, search¬ 
ing out the motives for all choice and avoidance.” 
Pains of the mind are much more important than 
those of the body, which are cither bearable or 
produce death, which is no evil. Death is neither 
good nor evil, for only pleasure and pain arc good 
and evil, whereas death ”is nothing to us, since so 
long as we exist death is not with us, but when 
death conics then we no longer exist.” Moreover, 
though virtue is not in itself a good, no man can 
live the happy life unless he does Uve virtuously 
and the virtuous life is pleasant as such. 

Epicurus was not an atheist; but the gods do not 
control nature nor do they interfere in human life. 
They live far out in space a hfc of infinite bliss 
which would be spoilt if they worried about 
human affairs; it is impious to believe that the 
gods have nothing better to do than concern 
themselves with humanity. Epicurus practised a 
disinterested worship of the gods conceived as 
exhibiting the ultimate beatitude. 

Epicurus’ practical teaching is thus paradoxical. 
He is a theist who regards ordinary religion as evil; 
a hedonist who advocates a simple virtuous life of 
study; a supporter of virtue and the pursuit of 
truth who holds them to have no value in them¬ 
selves. The appeal of such a doctrine is to few and 
the Epicureans were unpopular and traduced al¬ 
ready in antiquity. But Epicurus seems to have 
endeavoured to live the life he preached; he gath¬ 
ered a simple community of disciples round him 
in his garden; we arc told that “he exceeded aU 
others in the bulk of his works”, of which some 
seventy or eighty pages survive; and on his death- 
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bed he spoke contemptuously of his severe pains as 
weighing nothing against his jcy of mind. 

Among the surviving writings of Epicurus may 
be singled out the letter to Herodotus as containing 
the earhest extant complete account of the general 
atomic theory and the letter to Menoecus as con¬ 
taining a short account of the ethical position. The 
philosophical poem by Lucretius, De Rerum 
Natura, also well brings out both the doctrines and 
the practical attitude of Epicurus. (j.o.u.) 

Epistemology. There is a wide-ranging, loosely 
knit set of philosophical problems concerning such 
notions as those of knowing, perceiving, feeling 
sure, guessing, being mistaken, remembering, find¬ 
ing out, proving, inferring, establishing, corrobo¬ 
rating, wondering, reflecting, imagining, dream¬ 
ing and so on. This part of philosophy is often 
called the Theory of Knowledge, or Epistemo¬ 
logy - the latter word deriving from the Greek 
Episteme = knowledge or science. 

Some of the problems revolve around the notion 
of a science, in the sense in which we take astro¬ 
nomy to be a science, but astrology not. A fairly 
typical problem of this kind is the problem why in 
pure mathematics there are conclusive proofs of 
theorems, when no such demonstrable certainties 
can be found or even looked for in, for example, 
history or medicine. It would be absurd for a 
mathematician to rest content with mere plausible 
conjectures or even with highly probable hypo¬ 
theses. Scientists of other sorts seem not to be in a 
position to aspire higher than high probabilities. 
We incline to say that a body of truths ranks as a 
real science only when these are conclusively estab¬ 
lished; and then we find ourselves forced to say 
that, judged by this rigorous standard, even phys¬ 
ics and chemistry are not really sciences; and this 
conclusion conflicts badly with our ordinary 
ideas. 

Other problems in the Theory of Knowledge 
centre not upon the notion of a science, but 
upon the notions of our personal investigatings, 
nferrings, perceivings, rememberings, imaginings, 
and so on. How can I tell for certain whether the 
stick half immersed in water is bent or not? How 
can I tell for certain whether 1 really recollect a 
past event or am merely imagining it, and whether 
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I am now awake or dreaming ? Might I not be the 
victim of one continuous illusion? 

Whatever sorts of things we may want to find 
out, our attempt may fail in one of two ways. We 
may be simply baffled, or we may get something 
positively wrong. We can be stumped or we can 
make mistakes in calculating, in counting, in rea¬ 
soning, in visual estimates of speeds and distances, 
in recognizing people or places, in recollecting, as 
well as in more executive things like spelling, aim¬ 
ing and treating the sick. What safeguards have we 
against mistakes ? How, if at all, can we ever know 
anything? For in knowing, unlike believing, sur¬ 
mising and feeling confident, we cannot be wrong. 

When we consider conflicting opinions about 
what exists and happens in the world around us, 
e.g. about the relative heights of two church- 
steeples or about the migration-dates of cuckoos, 
we think we could decide between the true and the 
mistaken opinion by, in the one case, simply meas¬ 
uring the heights of the two steeples, and in the 
other case by observing the arrivals and departures 
of cuckoos for a number of years in succession. 
But then we have to face the fact that there are 
mistakes of measurement and even mishearings of 
the first cuckoo. How could we decide between 
conflicting measurements or between conflicting 
reports of bird-watchers ? At this point we are in¬ 
clined to say that the ultimate decision, if only we 
could attain it, would be given by sense impressions 
unadulterated by any assumptions, guesses or ex¬ 
pectations -- by pure hearings, sceings or tastings 
in which there is not yet any place for slips or mis- 
judgments. Here perhaps we have the absolutely 
firm foundation on which we might build know¬ 
ledge of the world around us. The diflrrcnce bet¬ 
ween having knowledge of something in the 
world around us and merely having a fallible opin¬ 
ion about it would be that the former would be at 
all points supported by sense-impressions, where 
the latter, though suggested by them, would be at 
best only partly supported by them. Where I am 
or may be mistaken, I have let my imagination 
jump ahead of the required impressions. 

This sort of account of the difference between 
knowledge and fallible opinion will not be appli¬ 
cable inside the fields of purely abstract truths and 
falsehoods, like those of pure mathematics; nor yet 
inside some other fields, like those of ethics. Nor 



can my knowledge about my present wishes, fears, 
imaginings and breedings rest on the support of 
what I sec with my eyes or taste with my tongue. 
It is for our knowledge only of what exists and 
happens in the world surrounding us, as well as in 
our own bodies, that sense-impressions, it seems, 
furnish the granite foundations. 

In every case in this field where we would 
normally claim to be not merely guessing or be¬ 
lieving something, but to have discovered or made 
certain of it, the fact which we claim to know goes 
beyond any particular momentary visual or au¬ 
ditory impression. If I assert that the cuckoo has 
arrived, I am asserting more than that at a certain 
moment I heard a noise of a certain sort. How then 
can we go beyond our present impressions and 
still sometimes claim to know? The natural answer 
to give is that wc infer from c.g. the sound that we 
have heard to the ulterior conclusion that the 
cuckoo has arrived. Our knowledge of the world 
around us, together with our mere beliefs and 
conjectures about this world, are all conglomera¬ 
tions of interlocking conclusions inferred, some¬ 
times legitimately, sometimes riskily and some¬ 
times illegitimately from our impressions. Know¬ 
ledge, unlike belief and conjecture, would be the 
product solely of legitimate and riskless inferences. 
But then what, if anything, can guarantee our 
inferences themselves against being mistaken ? Even 
if the impressions from which wc infer are exempt 
from slips, still the inferences that we draw from 
them arc not so exempt. 

If we knew, somehow, from the start some com¬ 
pletely exceptionless causal laws, to the effect that 
whenever such and such a sequence of sense- 
impressions is had, then such and such other sense- 
impressions will always follow, then in any partic¬ 
ular case we could, without risk of error, infer from 
the sense-impressions of the present moment to 
their successors in the next few moments. But we 
do not start off with any such knowledge. If wc 
get bits of such knowledge, we get them latein the 
day, after a great deal of observation and experi¬ 
mentation. We discover the ways in which things 
always or sometimes happen only by finding them 
happening and collating our findings; and even 
then the laws and regularities that at any particular 
time wc claim to have ascertained are always sub¬ 
ject to subsequent correction. Nature is never with- 
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out her surprises. The unpredicted sometimes hap¬ 
pens and the predicted sometimes fails to happen. 
So it begins to look as if knowledge about the 
world around us, going beyond our impressions of 
the moment, cannot be got at all. For it would have 
to be knowledge by inference; but we possess, to 
start with, no warrant to make any such inferences. 
Ifwc make jumps beyond our present impressions, 
we can have, to start with, no warrants for making 
them; and even if they happen to turn out right, 
this, by itself, cannot justify us in making the same 
jump on the next similar occasion. One lucky 
guess may be succeeded by another lucky guess. 
But wc have no reason to expect it, however much 
wc, like gamblers, are irrational enough to trust 
that our successes will continue. 

So far wc have been not expounding but rather 
reconstructing a line of thought that was operative 
in especially Locke, Berkeley and Hume. Wc 
have contrasted our fallible perceptions and infer¬ 
ences with knowledge of what exists and happens 
in the world around us, with the disappointing up¬ 
shot that this knowledge seems to be forever out of 
reach. Those very matters of everyday fact which 
wc are inclined to adduce as obvious instances of 
things known and not merely guessed or opined - 
such as that the cuckoo has reached England, or 
that this church-steeple is taller than that one - 
seem unable to live up to their promise. The gran¬ 
ite foundation of mistake-proof scnsc-imprcssions 
seems unable to carry any mistake-proof super¬ 
structure. Perhaps all that I can know from per¬ 
ception is that I am at this moment seeing such and 
such colours, smelling such and such smells, and 
hearing such and such noises, and these seen col¬ 
ours and heard noises are untrustworthy clues, if 
they arc clues at all, to what exists or happens in 
the world around us - if there is such a world. 

Considerations like these have led many thinkers 
to reverse the whole direction of the inquiry. 
Knowledge, as opposed to guesswork and opinion, 
is to be found where the sciences at their peak arc 
to be found. What is known to some and is in 
principle knowablc to all is any body of truths 
conclusively established by the rigorous methods 
of true science. Wc can get beyond guesswork and 
fallible opinion to knowledge by operating as geo¬ 
metricians and arithmeticians operate, namely by 
pure thought, not vitiated by the deliverances of 
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our senses. Where we can calculate and demon¬ 
strate we can know. Where wc can only observe 
and experiment we cannot know. No set of sense- 
impressions can yield knowledge. Only by exer¬ 
cises of pure thought can we ascertain truths. 
In the most exacting sense of the word “science** 
there cannot be empirical sciences, but only purely 
ratiocinative sciences. Holders of this kind of view 
are called “rationalists**. This programme leaves 
us discontented. We object that even granting that 
in pure mathematics we can discover uncontradict- 
able truths, still these truths are bound to be com¬ 
pletely abstract truths. Pure geometry cannot tell 
us the positions or dimensions of actual things in 
the world, but only, for example, that if there is 
something in the world possessing certain dimen¬ 
sions, then it has certain other dimensions. Geog¬ 
raphy could get nowhere without geometry, but 
geometry by itself cannot establish the position or 
even the existence of a single hill or island. Truths 
of reason win the prize of certainty only at the cost 
of being silent about what, if anything, actually 
exists or happens. Pure reason can arrive at un- 
contradictable truths, but none of these truths of 
reason can ever also be or yield truths of fact. We 
cannot learn merely from the theorems of Euclid¬ 
ean geometry or from the formulae of algebra 
whether Ptolemaic or Copcmican astronomy is 
true, or even whether there exist any stars at all, 
If these attainable certainties arc, by themselves, 
too factually empty to yield knowledge of the actual 
world, and if sense-impressions, by themselves, arc 
too anarchic to yield reliable inferences to what 
exists and happens in the actual world, there seems 
to remain just one escape-route from the depre^ 
sing conclusion that we cannot possibly know a 
single bit of what we most want to know. This 
escape-route was the one first suggested by KanC. 
Knowledge of what exists and happens must have 
for its foundation not just the formal and therefore 
uncontradiaable truths of pure reason, nor just the 
uninterpreted and therefore mistake-proof impres¬ 
sions of the senses, but the truths of reason as the 
principles organising the sens^impressions, and 
the sense-impressions as the concrete material to be 
organised by the truths of reason. It is the applica¬ 
tion of the formal ceruintics of the abstract sci¬ 
ences to what we get by sheer seeing, hearing, etc., 
that enables us first to make anything at all out of 


our impressions, and then to sift out what really 
does exist and happen from what we precariously 
and often mistakenly suppose to exist and happen. 
We continue, of course, to be the frequent dupes 
of illusions and precipitate assumptions. But we 
know in principle how to check and correct them. 
We know the methods of making certain; and the 
principles of our procedures of making certain are 
the abstract truths of pure reason being put to work 
as our canons of objectivity in our experimental 
investigation of the world around us. Pure reason 
tells us no matters of fact. But it docs provide, so 
to speak, the acid for our acid tests. When we 
progress beyond the infantile stage of mere sen¬ 
tience to the stage when we try to ascertain things, 
our investigations begin to be controlled not just 
by an Utopian ideal of mistake-proof knowledge, 
but by operative, though initially inarticulate pro¬ 
cedures of testing. We begin to look, feel and listen 
experimentally, methodically and suspiciously. 
Though we make plenty of mistakes, we begin to 
take cautionary steps to prevent them and remedial 
steps to rectify them. We become alive to the 
contrast between “real** and “apparent** as we 
master the manifold techniques of deciding be¬ 
tween them. We now begin to use our eyes, fingers 
and ears with some degree of judiciousness, and 
our secings and hearings are now exercises not 
only of our senses but also of our wits. For our still 
frequent perceptual mistakes, c.g. for our misesti¬ 
mates, mbrecognitions and non-discriminations, 
wc properly confess to having been, not deaf or 
blind, but silly. Perception calls not only for sen¬ 
tience but also for rationality, though not, save in 
unusual circumstances, for explicit ratiocinations. 

The possibility of mistakes always exists; but the 
possibility of detecting, correcting and forestalling 
mistakes also always exists. To be judicious is not 
indeed to be immunised against mistakes, but it is 
to know how to forestall and correct them. What 
exists and happens in the world around us is, in 
principle, ascertainable to creatures who possess 
both Sentience and Reason, i.e. to creatures who 
can examine judiciously. 

It is important to be on one's guard against a 
tendency, deep-seated in all of us, to think of 
people as if they were, like large stores, divided up 
into departments. We tend to speak as if a person 
consisted, somehow, of one internal employee or 


94 



agent called his “Reason”, of another called his 
“Memory”, of a third called his “Imagination”, of 
a fourth called, in the plural, his “Senses”, or in 
the singular, his “Sight”, his “Hearing”, and so on. 
Now we can indeed properly distinguish these and 
many other human capacities. My memory may 
be deteriorating with advancing age, while my 
sight and hearing remain as good as before, and my 
ability to calculate or argue may even be improv¬ 
ing. 1 he lessons, stimulations and exercises which 
develop the powers of the young musician arc not 
at all like those which develop the powers of the 
young engineer or geometrician - or, of course, of 
the young swimmer or skater. The danger is that 
we may pass from correctly distinguishing, say, 
the violinist’s musical taste from his manual dex¬ 
terity to persomfying his Taste and his Manual 
Dexterity as separate, internal functionaries; and 
so puzzle ourselves by questions like. Are his Taste 
and his Dexterity related as Master to Servant, as 
Partner to Partner, or even as Rival to Rival? 

Questions akin to these have often been raised 
in epistemology. People have asked whether our 
knowledge is given to us by our Intellect or by our 
Senses, and whether our mistakes are the faults of 
our Senses or of our Imaginations ~ as if these dis¬ 
tinguishable capacities were themselves separate 
and semi-personal investigators quarrelling with 
one another inside our minds, and giving to us, 
their employers, conflicting reports about the 
world. But it is we ordinary people who try to 
ascertain things, and while we can certainly differ 
in eyesight, hearing, memory,judiciousness, inven¬ 
tiveness, and in our capacity to calculate, systema¬ 
tize, experiment, and so on, still these distinguish¬ 
able abilities arc not themselves observers, experi¬ 
menters, calculators, theorists - or reporters. For 
the sake of picturesqueness we may say that our 
Eyes notify us of things; that our Ears or Memories 
have given us false reports; that our Reason has 
convinced us; that our Imagination has invented 
things; and even that our Consciences reproach us. 
But in serious, theoretical discussions we need to 
avoid such tempting pcrsoniEcations. 

There is another model to which we arc tempted 
to shape our theories of knowledge, what may be 
called the “Container-model”. We arc tempted to 
suppose that because, what is true, a person who at 
one date had not yet learned what pineapples taste 
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like, or what “isosceles” means, may at a later date 
have learned these things, therefore there must by 
the later date have come to exist inside him some¬ 
thing that can be called “the idea of the taste of a 
pineapple” and “the abstract idea, notion or con¬ 
cept of “isosceles” ”; somewhat as a bird-cage, 
formerly empty, may now house a canary, or as 
a picture-gallery may now have hanging on the 
wall a newly acquired picture. Using this Con¬ 
tainer-model, we are inclined to assume that in 
order to find out whether we have yet learned what 
pineapples taste like, or what “isosceles” means, 
we can and must, so to speak, peer inside our own 
minds in order to sec whether the required idea or 
notion is there or not. Yet when we try so to peer 
inside our own minds, we find the task oddly 
baffling. What sort of an internal thing can I be 
looking for when I try to peer into my own mind 
for the abstract idea of “isosceles” ? Certainly most 
people, though not all, can see in their minds' eyes 
things hke familiar faces, houses and coloured or 
colourless patterns. But the taste ot’ pineapple can 
naturally not be visuahzed at all, nor, by most 
people, even tasted “on the mind's tongue”; and 
what we visualize, if anything, when thinking of 
isosceles triangles, we visualize far too nebulously 
to meet the very precise requirements of Euclid’s 
definition of an isosceles triangle. Yet very likely 
we can, without hesitation or error, discriminate 
the taste of pineapples from that of oranges, bana¬ 
nas, raspberries, etc., and we can decide, without 
hesitation or error, whether a triangular figure of 
certain dimensions is or is not isosceles. We have 
learned and we now know the taste of pineapples 
and what “isosceles” means, without there existing 
anything “inside our minds” to be found by in¬ 
ward peering. 

To learn is indeed to acquire something or to 
come into possession of something. But what is 
acquired is not a thing but an ability, such as 
the ability to discriminate one taste from others, or 
the ability to classify geometrical figures, given 
their dimensions. When the schoolmaster wishes 
to find out whether a pupil has yet got the ideas 
of “square number” and “square root”, he tests 
him on some arithmetical problems. The pupil has 
the ideas if he can tackle the problems; he has not 
got the ideas if he cannot yet tackle them. This is 
what it is to have the ideas. 
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It follows that the question How do we acquire 
our ideas? has as many different answers as there 
are different kinds of acquired mental abilities. We 
become familiar with the taste of pineapples by 
tasting not only pineapples but also many other 
kinds of fruit, by comparing these tastes and per¬ 
haps also, what is very difficult, by trying to des¬ 
cribe in words these different tastes. We get the 
ideas of “square number” and “square root” only 
when, having learned to count, add, subtract, mul¬ 
tiply and divide, we learn to multiply numbers by 
themselves and to work out what number, if any, 
multiplied by itself produces a given number. Cor¬ 
respondingly different kinds of accounts would 
have to be given of our acquisition of the ideas of 
“check-mate”, “vacuum”, “volt”, “equator”, 
“joke”, “weed”, “magneto”, “risk”, “virus”, 
“dragon”, “impossibihty”, “tomorrow”, “debt”, 
and so on. The doctrine that all our ideas come 
from sense-impressions, though unhelpful, is true 
enough if it means only that an infant bom blind, 
deaf and without the senses of smell, taste and 
touch would never learn anything at all. It is false 
if it means that we get the idea of “square root”, 
say, or “tomorrow” in just the same way as we get 
the idea of the “taste of pineapples”, - and even 
this latter idea is got not just by having a certain 
taste-impression two or three times, but by havmg 
this impression, noticing it, comparing it with other 
tastes, and perhaps trying to describe in words the 
differences and similarities between these tastes. To 
have learned something, however primitive, from 
one's sense-impressions, is always more than just 
to have had those impressions. It is to have become 
able to cope, in some degree, with some kinds of 
task or problem, however elementary. 

Epistemologists are commonly divided into 
empiricists, like Locke, Berkeley and Hume, 
and rationalists, like Plato, Descartes, Spinoza 
and Leibniz. The Empiricists are said to maintain 
that all our ideas come from experience; the 
rationalists that some of our ideas come not from 
experience but from reason or thought. But what 
does this appstrent tug-of-war amount to? What 
does “come from” mean? What docs “experi¬ 
ence” mean? The technical phrase “sense-experi¬ 
ence” is used to denote the mete Iiaving of sense- 
impressions. In this use, philosophers sometimes 
sp^ of a particular momentary sense-experience. 
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In contrast with this technical idiom, wc com¬ 
monly use “experience” in another way, to cover 
continuous or repeated practice in something or 
accumulating familiarisation with it. Thus a chess¬ 
player may have had much or httic experience of 
match-playing in chess; but he would not describe 
himself as having had, on a particular afternoon, 
an experience of match-play. Experience, in this 
use, is what makes a person more expert than he 
had been. He has learned by havmg a certain 
amount of practice. He has tested and developed 
his abihtics by exercising them. An experienced 
chairman is a man who has been in the chair a lot 
of times and in a lot of more or less difficult 
situations. 

That all knowledge, e.g. all expcrtucss and all 
competence, comes from experience, in the second 
sense, i.e. from training and practice, is an un- 
contentious truth - at least if safeguarded by the 
proviso that much of what wc learn comes from 
instruction by others. But this is not at all the same 
thing as to say that whatever is known is inferred 
from premises provided, ultimately, by particular 
sense-experiences, though this is a theory main¬ 
tained, with reservations, by some empiricist phi¬ 
losophers. The truth that wc are not born already 
knowing anything, i.c. that no ideas are innate, is 
sometimes erroneously identified with the proposi¬ 
tion that wliatevcr wc ascertain, wheil wc do come 
to ascertain things for ourselves, we get by infer¬ 
ence from our sense-impressions. But it is obvious 
that even if, what is questionable, wc ascertain 
some facts by inference from our sense-impres¬ 
sions, when wc have learned from training and 
practice to do this, still this account will not by 
itself cater for the enormous differences between, 
for example, ascertaining that the cuckoo has ar¬ 
rived, ascertaining that the king is check-mated, 
that the ship is now crossing the Equator, that there 
is a risk of thunder tomorrow, that a certain sen¬ 
tence is ungrammatical or that a certain metal 
object is a magneto. To ascertain things of these 
different kinds, wc have to have acquired special 
abilities from special kinds of training and prac¬ 
tice, The mere combination of good eyesight with 
good wits would not enable a Red Indian, say, to 
tell that the king is checkmated. He must also have 
studied and practised the game of chess. 

Conversely, however, if an ultra-rationalist were 



to argue that since we cannot ascertain anything 
merely from having sense-impressions, therefore 
our only way of finding out what exists and hap¬ 
pens is to do what Euclid did, namely to deduce 
theorems from axioms, without any recourse to 
observation or experiment, his position would also 
be untenable. If, which is rare, he holds that we arc 
born knowing both these axioms and these tech¬ 
niques of deducing consequences, he is saying that 
we have masteries of things without ever having 
mastered them, i.e., that we know without having 
learned, and so are experts, though totally inexperi¬ 
enced. But even if, as is more common, he allows 
that knowledge of abstract truths and of the tech¬ 
niques of deriving consequences from them itself 
requires experience, in the sense of training and 
practice, he still cannot show that this special kind 
of training and practice can replace the other spe¬ 
cial kinds of training and practice which make us 
more or less experienced observers and experi¬ 
menters - or, for that matter, the other special 
kinds of training and practice which make us 
more or less experienced draughtsmen, speakers or 
dancers. The experience which is omitted from the 
theories of the empiricists is the experience wliich 
is omitted from the theories of the rationaUsts. 
Craving for something to avert ihe possibility of 
mistakes, the one finds its haven of safety in un¬ 
corrupted sense-impressions, the other in uncor- 
rupted ratiocination. But the successful investigator 
is he who has made sure, not he who has remained 
in safety. Where mistakes are possible, the avoid¬ 
ance, detection and correction of them is possible. 
Knowledge comes not by some immunization 
against the chance of error, but by precautions 
against possible errors - and we learn what 
precautions to take by experience i.e. training and 
practice. It is the expert, not the innocent, who 
knows. 

To take a concrete example. If we a.sk how any¬ 
one can tell for certain whether the king is check¬ 
mated, the right answer would be that this can be 
ascertained by a spectator who has adequate eye¬ 
sight and uses his eyes ; has adequate wits and uses 
them, i.e. is not absent-minded or distracted, but is 
attending to the game; and lastly who has become, 
through training and practice in die game, expert 
enough to consider possibilities and to eliminate 
them. But if, instead, we asked whether the chcck- 
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mate is ascertained by the spectator’s Reason or by 
his Senses, and whether he was saved from being 
mistaken by the infallibility of his sense-impressions 
or by the uncontradictability of his formal prin¬ 
ciples, w'c should have debarred ourselves from 
getting a sensible answer, since these questions, un¬ 
less taken as merely picturesque, are themselves not 
sensible questions. The spectator was not saved 
from making mistakes; he took good care not 
to make them. He was not notified by reports 
from his Intellect or by reports from his Senses 
that the king w^as checkmated; he found it out by 
visually studying the chessboard with his wits 
about him. He knew what to look for, since he had 
previously learned by training and practice how 
to play chess and how to follow games played by 
others. 

Similarly, if asked whether the spectator has the 
abstract idea of “checkmate”, we need to construe 
the question as asking whether he has learned and 
still remembers what it is for a king to be check¬ 
mated, and whether, therefore, he ^an tell by suit¬ 
ably careful inspection wlxcther at any particular 
point in any particular game the king is or is not 
checkmated. To this question the answer is ob¬ 
viously “yes”. But if we construe the question as 
asking whether the spectator has sometlung special 
in his mind’s eye, like a clear or blurred picture of 
a checkmate, we should answer first that there 
could be no picture of what is common to all 
checkmates; and second that it does not matter 
what, if anything, he visualizes when he hears or 
uses the word “checkmate”. What matters is 
whether he has learned what it is to checkmate, to 
be checkmated and decide on inspection that the 
king is, or is not, checkmated. If he has learned and 
remembers these things, then he has the idea of 
checkmate, whether he happens to visualize things 
or not. If he has not learned them or has forgotten 
them, then he has not got the idea, whatever 
he may happen to sec in his mind’s eye on hearing 
the word “checkmate”. If we forswear the person¬ 
ification of capacities and foreswear the Container- 
model, we shall not suffer much from dividedness 
of mind between Rationalism and Empiricism. 
Their tug-of-war lacks a rope. (c.R.) 

Brigena* John Scotus (r. Sio-c. 877). also known 
as Eringcna (“Irish born”). He left Ireland to live 


97 



Ethics 


and work at the court of Charles the Bald, King 
of the West Franks. 

In common with other Irish monks of the time 
Erigena knew some Greek and much of his work 
consisted in translating and commenting on Greek 
patristic writings, notably those of Gregory of 
Nyssa, Denis the Arcopagitc and Maximus Con¬ 
fessor. 

His chief philosophical work is, however, the De 
DivisioneNaturae, SL sustained speculative treatise on 
the evolution of the universe in the neoplatonic 
style of Proclus. For its comprehensiveness and 
speculative power it stands unique in western 
thought, from the time of Boethius to that of 
Anselm. 

Erigena begins from the principle that all that 
exists IS a theophany of divine manifestation which 
is to be understood by a dialectical penetration of 
revelation. The dialectic consists in the application 
of the well known neoplatonic method of division 
and analysis to the study of Nature (understood in 
the Aristotelian sense of all that which can be 
generated in place and time). 

So elaborated, Nature is subject to four main 
divisions; nature which creates but is not created, 
nature which creates and is created, nature which 
docs not create but is created, nature which neither 
creates nor is created. So all reality consists cither 
of God (the uncreated) or of creatures which go 
forth from and return to God according to the 
familiar pattern of Greek emanation theory. 

Being a Christian, Erigena tried to avoid the 
pantheistic conclusions of such a system by dis¬ 
tinguishing the- divine from the human as that 
which is not from that which is. It is doubtful 
however, whether this device is adequate to the 
goodness of his intention. 

Erigena had no immediate followers and his 
work exerted little historical influence. There is 
however, considerable systematic affuiity between 
his speculations and those of Nicholas of Cusa and 
Eckhart later. (j.c;. d.) 

Ediict. 

I. INTRODUCTORY 

Out of the many sorts of inquiry for which 
the term “ethics” has at one time or another been 
used, three groups of questions may be selected as the 
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most important to distinguish from one another : 
(i) Moral questions: for example, “Ought I to do 
that?”; “Is polygamy wrong?”; “Is Jones a good 
man?”. In this sense “ethical” and “moral” mean 
much the same. (2) Questions of fact about people* s 
moral opinions: for example, “What did Moham¬ 
med (or what docs the British Middle Class, or 
what do I myself) in fact think (or say) about the 
rightness or wrongness of polygamy ?” (3) Questions 
about the meanings of moral words (for example, 
**ought**, *'right**, **good**, '^duty**); or about the nature 
of the concepts or the **things** to which these words 
refer**: for example, “When Mohammed said 
that polygamy is not wrong, what was he saying ?” 
These three sorts of questions being quite distinct, 
the use of the word “ethics” to embrace attempts 
to answer all three is confusing, and is avoided by 
the more careful modern writers. No generally 
accepted terminology for making the necessary 
distinctions has yet emerged; but in this article we 
shall distinguish between (1) morals, (2) descriptive 
ethics and (3) ethics, corresponding to the three 
sorts of questions Hsted above. The case for con¬ 
fining the word “ethics” (used without qualifica¬ 
tion) to the third sort of question is that ethics has 
usually been held to be a part of philosophy, and 
the third group of questions, which are analytical 
or logical inquiries, or, as older writers might say, 
metaphysical ones, is much more akin than the 
first two groups to other inquiries generally in¬ 
cluded in philosophy. Thus ethics (in the narrow 
sense) stands to morals in much the same relation 
as docs the philosophy of science to science. The 
student of ethics will nevertheless have to get used 
to a variety of terminologies; he will find plain 
“ethics” used for what we have just called “morals” 
(“normative ethics” is another term used for 
this); and he will find, for what we have just called 
“ethics”, the more guarded terms “the logic of 
ethics”, “mctacthics”, “theoretical ethics”, “philo¬ 
sophical ethics” and so on. Works called “ethics” 
usually contain questions and answers of all three 
kinds, and the student of ethics must be prepared to 
find in them ambiguous remarks in which it is not 
clear what sort of question the writer is trying to 
answer. It is, for example, only too easy to confuse 
a moral sutement with a descriptive ethical one, 
especially when cme is talking about one's own 
moral views; but it is nevertheless vital to distin- 
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guish the moral judgment “It would be wrong to 
,, do that*' from the descriptive ethical statement “I, 
I as a matter of psychological fact, think that it would 

5 be wrong to do that’*. The first task, therefore, for 
anybody who takes up the subject, is to learn to 
; distinguish these three types of questions from one 
another; and for this purpose the following rules 
may be found helpful. A writer is making a moral 
statement if he is thereby committing himself to a 
moral view or standpoint; if not (that is, if he is 
merely writing in a detached way about moral 
views which arc or may be held by himself or other 
people), it is either a descriptive ethical or an ethical 
statement; and this is normally indicated by the 
form of the statement, the moral words being “in¬ 
sulated** by occurring inside a “that**-clause or 
quotation-marks. Which of the two it is can be 
decided in the following way: if the truth of the 
statement depends on what moral opinions are 
actually held by people, it is a descriptive ethical state¬ 
ment; but if its truth depends only on what is 
meant by certain words, or on what people would be 
saying if they voiced certain moral opinions, it is 
f an ethical statement. Thus, for example, ethics in 
, the narrow sense is concerned directly neither with 
whether polygamy is wTong (a moral question) 
nor with whether anybody in fac% tliinks it is wrong 
(a descriptive etliical question) - though ethics may 
have a bearing on these two questions, as math¬ 
ematics has on physics; it is concerned with the 
question “Precisely what is one saying if one says 
that polygamy is wrong** ? 

II. RELATIONS BETWEEN THESE INQUIRIES 
Throughout the history of the subject, the chief 
incentive to the undertaking of ail three sorts of 
inquiry has been the hope of establishing conclu¬ 
sions of the first kind (that is, moral conclusions) by 
means of a philosophical inquiry. It is from this 
motive that inquiries of the second and especially 
the third kinds have mostly been undertaken. Clear¬ 
ly the study of the meaning of the moral words 
is closely related to the study of what makes ar¬ 
guments containing them cogent or otherwise. One 
of the best ways of obtaining a clear view of the 
subject is to consider the mutual relations between 
these three kinds of inquiry^ and the bearing that 
they can have on one another. 

(i) Descriptive ethics and morals. Some writers 


have proceeded directly from descriptive ethical 
premises to moral (normative ethical) conclusions. 
For example, the Greek hedonist Eudoxus argued 
that since everyone thought pleasure to be the 
good, it must be the good. In a similar way some 
modern writers have held that the task of the moral 
philosopher ~ the utmost he can do by way of 
establishing moral conclusions - is to examine care¬ 
fully the opinions that are accepted by his society 
or by himself and reduce them to some sort of 
system. This is to take received opinions as data, 
and to regard as estabhshed a moral system that 
can be shown to be consistent with them. This type 
of argumentation will not, however, appear con¬ 
vincing to anyone who considers the fact that a 
person (for example, in the ancient world) might 
have said “Everyone thinks that it is legitimate to 
keep slaves, but may it not be wrong?” Universal 
assent to a moral principle does not prove the prin 
ciple; otherwise the moral reformer, who pro¬ 
pounds for the first time a new moral principle, 
could be put out of court all too easily. Still less 
does it follow, from the fact that some Umited set 
of people hold some moral opinion, that that opin¬ 
ion is right. 

(2) Desaiptive ethics and ethics proper. The com¬ 
monest way, however, in w'luch it has been sought 
to bring descriptive ethics to bear on moral ques¬ 
tions is not directly but indirectly. It has been 
thought that a descriptive ethical inquiry might 
lead to conclusions about the meanings of moral 
terms (conclusions, that is to say, in ethics proper); 
and that in turn these might be used to prove moral 
conclusions. Those who have argued in this way 
have been attracted by a seductive analogy bet¬ 
ween moral terms and other predicates and ad¬ 
jectives. For example, it might be held possible to 
prove in the foUowmg w'ay, to anyone who dis¬ 
puted it, that post-boxes in England are red: we 
should first establish by observation that everybody 
says that things are red when they have a certain 
recognizable quality, and that they are not red 
when they do not have this quality; we should 
conclude from this, that “red” means “having this 
quality**. This is the first step. We should then ask 
our disputant to observe that post-boxes in Eng¬ 
land have this same quaUty ; and since we have 
already established that “having this quahty” is just 
what “red** means, he can no longer deny that the 
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post-boxes arc red. It might be thought possible to 
use the same argument in ethics to prove, for exam¬ 
ple, that certain kinds of action are right. But un¬ 
fortunately the analogy breaks down at both steps 
- at the step from descriptive ethics to ethics proper, 
and at the step from ethics to morals. That con¬ 
clusions about what people mean by “right”, for 
example, cannot be proved by finding out what 
they call right, is evident from the case of the moral 
reformer just mentioned. If he said that slavery was 
not right, when slavery was one of the things uni¬ 
versally agreed to be right, he would, if the pro¬ 
posed argument were valid, be like a man who 
said that postboxes were not red when everybody 
agreed that they were red; we should be able to 
accuse such a man of misusing the word “red” - 
for “red” means the colour which post-boxes arc, 
so how can he deny that they arc red? But the 
moral reformer can deny that slavery is right while 
still using the word “right” in the same sense as 
that in which his contemporaries, who think that 
slavery is right, arc using it. This example shows 
that there is an important difference between moral 
words and words hkc “red” - a difference which 
invalidates the superficially plausible argument 
from descriptive-ethical premisses to conclusions 
about the meanings of moral words. 

(3) Ethics and morals. But the second step in the 
proposed argument is also invalid, for a very simi¬ 
lar reason. We cannot, even if we can establish the 
meaning of the moral words, pass from this to 
conclusions of substance about moral questions. 
This may be shown by the following example: 
suppose that there are two people who know every¬ 
thing about a certain action (including its circum¬ 
stances and consequences), and still dispute, as they 
may, about whether it was wrong. Since they arc 
in dispute, they must be using the word “wrong” 
with the same meaning; for if this were not so, 
there would be no real dispute, only a verbal con¬ 
fusion. But since they can continue to dispute, even 
though they are in agreement about the meaning 
of the word, it follows that knowledge of the 
meaning of the word cannot by itself, or even in 
conjunction with what they both know about the 
action, determine whether the action is wrong. 
Some other difference must remain between them 
(a moral difference) which is neither a difference 
about what the action is (for this they know in the 


fullest deuil) nor about the meaning of “wrong” 
(for about this they arc agreed). The plausible ar¬ 
gument which we have just rejected is a particular 
appheation of a type of argument often used in 
philosophy, and known as “the argument from the 
paradigm case”. Without discussing here whether 
the argument is cogent in other fields, we can see 
that it is not in ethics. The assumption that this 
argument has unrestricted force is linked with the 
assumption that to discover the use of a word is 
always to discover to what things it is correctly 
applied. This is not true of words hke “is” and 
“not”; and it seems not to be true of moral 
words either. This assumption (to take another ex¬ 
ample) leaves us with no way of distinguishing 
between the uses of the two sets of words “Shut 
the door” and “You arc going to shut the door”; 
for all the words in both sets, in so far as they 
“apply” to anything, apply to the same things. 

III. NATUBALISM 

The arguments so far considered and rejected all 
exhibit a common feature. In them, moral conclu¬ 
sions arc allegedly derived from premises which 
are not themselves moral judgments: in the one 
case the premise was a statement of sociological 
fact about what people think on a moral question; 
in the other it was a statement of linguistic fact 
about how (with what meaning) people use a ccr- 
uin word, together with another premise giving 
the description of an action whose wrongness is in 
dispute. This feature is common to a great many 
arguments which have been used by ethical 
thinkers; and it has been frequently stated that any 
argument which derives moral conclusions from 
non-moral premises must be invalid. A famous 
statement to this effect was made by Hume in 
Treatise of Human Nature (1735^-40), III, i, i. Hume 
based his rejection of such arguments on the general. 
logical principle that a valid argument cannot pro¬ 
ceed from premises to some “new affirmation” not 
contained, at any rate implicitly, in the premises. 
The correctness of Hume’s view (“no ought from 
an is”) depends, therefore, on the assumption that 
'moral judgments contain an element in their 
meaning (the essentially moral element) which is 
not equivalent, even implicitly, to anything in the 
conjunction of the premises. It is this assumption 
which is challenged by those ethical theories known 
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;is naturalist. The term “naturalist'* has been 
used in a variety of ways, but will be used here as 
follows: an ethical theory is naturalistic if, and only 
if, It holdrthat moral judgments are equivalent in 
rh'cahlhg to statements of non-moral fact. 

It must be noted that, on this definition, a state¬ 
ment of moral opinion (that is to say a statement 
in the first of the three classes listed at the beginning 
of this article) cannot be called naturalistic; for 
naturalism is a view about the meanings of moral 
terms, and nobody is committed to any form of it 
who confines himself to merely using moral terms 
without taking up a view about their meaning, 
definition or analysis. In general, no view can be 
"naturalistic unless, in the statement of the view, 
the moral words occur inside quotation marks or a 
“that"-clausc or are mentioned (not used) in some 
other way, and remarks arc made about their 
meaning or their equivalence to other expressions. 
That is to say, only statements in ethics proper, as 
contrasted with descriptive ethics and with morals, 
can be naturalistic. Thus the view that the right 
action (the action which ought to be done) in a 
given situation, is that which would produce the 
greatest balance of pleasure over pain, is not nat¬ 
uralistic, since it does not seek to define “right”, but 
only to say what actions are rigat. To be a nat¬ 
uralist, a utilitarian of this sort would have to hold, 
in addition, that his view was true in virtue of the 
meaning of “right” - that is to say, that “right” 
meant “producing the greatest balance of pleasure 
over pain”. If he refrains from trying to prove his 
theory in this way, “refutations of naturalism” 
pass over his head. 

It must also be noticed that, on this definition of 
naturalism, to call a definition of a moral w ord 
“naturalistic” docs not imply that the properties in 
terms of which it is being defmed arc empirical, 
that is, perceived by the five senses. As Moore, who 
coined the expression “the naturalistic fallacy”, ob¬ 
served, the same “fallacy*’, as he thought it was, is 
committed if the properties arc “properties of 
supersensible reality”, given only that they are not 
moral properties. Thus a philosopher who defines 
“right” as meaning “in accordance with the will of 
God” is, in this sense, a naturaUst, unless the word 
“God” itself is held to be implicitly a moral term. 
The most important argument by which Moore 
sought to “refute naturahsm” may be restated as 


follows, using the example just quoted: if “right*' 
meant the same as “in accordance with the will of 
God”, then, “whatever is in accordance \vith the 
will of God is right” would mean the same a*; 
“whatever is in accordance with the will of God is 
in accordance with the will of God”; but according 
to our actual use of the words it seems to mean 
more than this mere tautology. (Note that, as be¬ 
fore, there is nothing in this argument which forces 
anybody to abandon the moral view that whatever 
IS in accordance with the will of God and only what 
is in accordance with it is right. It is only the 
attempt to make this view true by definition which 
is naturalistic). It has been held, though not by 
Moore, that what is wrong with naturalistic defini¬ 
tions is that they leave out the commendatory or 
prescriptive element in the meaning of words such 
as “right” and “good” {see below). 

IV. INfUITIONISM 

The work of Moore convinced most philosophers 
that naturalistic defmitions of mural terms had 
to be ruled out. But Moore and his immediate 
followers showed a great reluctance to abandon 
what had been the traditional view of the way in 
which words have meaning. It was taken for 
granted that the way to explain the meaning of an 
adjective, for example, was to identify the property 
which it “stands for” or “is the name of”; all 
adjectives have the same logical function, that of 
“standing for” a property, and the differences bet¬ 
ween them arc not differences in logical character, 
but simply differences between the properties for 
which they “stand”. When, therefore, it became 
accepted that moral adjeaives did not stand for 
“natural” (that is, non-moral) properties, it was 
concluded that they must stand for peculiar moral 
properties, thought to be discerned by “intuition”. 

There are two main forms of ethical intuitionism. 
According to the first, we are si^posed to intuite 
the rightness, goodness, etc. of concrete individual 
acts, people, etc.; general moral principles arc ar¬ 
rived at by a process of induction, that is, by gen¬ 
eralisation from a large number of these instances. 
According to the second, what we intuite arc the 
general principles themselves (for example, “prom¬ 
ise-breaking is wrong”); by applying these, we 
ascertain the moral properties of individual acts 
and people. The second view has the merit of em- 
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phasising a very important fact about the logical 
character of moral words, namely that the moral 
adjectives, etc, differ from most other adjectives in 
the following way: we call a thing “red”, for 
example, because of its redness and nothing else; it 
could be similar in every other way and yet not be 
red. But when we call a person ‘‘good” or an act 
‘‘right”, we call them good or right because they 
have certain other characteristics ~ for cxamplc.an 
act is called wrong because it is an act of promise- 
breaking, or good because it is the act of helping a 
blind man across a road. The intuitionists some¬ 
times express this feature of moral adjectives by 
saying that they are the “names” of “consequen¬ 
tial” or “supervenient” properties. Even if we 
reject the idea that all adjectives have meaning by 
being the names of properties, this remains an im¬ 
portant discovery. It has sometimes been thought 
that Hume’s “no ought from an is** was a denial 
that we can, for example, call an act good because 
it is an act of a certain kind. This is a misunder¬ 
standing; what Hume was denying was that it 
logically followed, from an act’s being of a certain 
kind, that it is good. The difference is crucial, but 
obscure. It has been one of the main problems of 
recent ethics to give a satisfactory account of the 
connexion between, for example, goodness and 
what were called “good-making characteristics”. 
The intuitionists reject the naturalist explanation of 
this connexion as due to an equivalence in meaning 
between moral words and words describing the 
characteristics of things in virtue of which we apply 
moral words to them. But they give no adequate 
positive account of the connexion, contenting 
themselves, for the most part, with saying that it 
is a “synthetic necessary” connexion discerned by 
“intuition”. The explanatory force of this account 
is impaired by the failure to say clearly what “in¬ 
tuition” is or what is meant by “synthetic necessary 
connexion”. 

But the chief argument brought against ethical 
intuitioni^m of all sorts is the following, which is to 
be compai ed with that in section II (3). Intuition is 
supposed to be a way of knowing, or determining 
definitive!) and objectively, the truth or falsity of 
a given moral judgment. But suppose that two 
people differ on a moral question, and that both, 
as may well happen, claim to intuite the correct¬ 
ness of their own views. There is then no way left 


of settling the question, since each can accuse the 
other of being defective in intuition, and there is 
nothing about the intuitions themselves to settle 
which it is. It is often objected further, that what 
“moral intuitions” people have will depend on 
their various moral upbringings and other contin¬ 
gent causes. In fact, the intuitionists, who often 
claim to be “objcctivists”, belie this claim by 
appealing to a faculty of intuition which is unavoid¬ 
ably subjective. This illustrates the extreme dif¬ 
ficulty, to be referred to below, of stating any 
clear distinction between “objective” and “sub¬ 
jective” in this field. Intuitionism enjoyed a wide 
popularity in the early years of this century; but it 
has now been abandoned even by some of its pro- 
minent supporters. Writers on ethics have tended, 

' either to revert to some form of naturalism, open 
I or disguised, or to pass on to one of the kinds of 
view, to be described below, which recognise that 
“good”, “right”, etc. have, logically, a quite dif¬ 
ferent role from that of other adjectives, and that 
it may be misleading to call them “the names of 
* properties”, 

V. RELATIVISM AND SUBJECTIVISM 

Great confusion has been caused in ethics by 
lumping together, under the title “subjectivism”, 
theories which arc quite different from one an¬ 
other. Before considering subjectivism proper, we 
must first distinguish from it the moral view which 
is best called relativism. A typical relativist holds 
that wc ought to do that, and that only, which we 
we ought to do; on this theory, the mere 
'^having of a certain moral opinion by a man or a 
society makes that moral opinion correct for -that 
man or society. Since this is a moral doctrine and 
not an ethical one (that is, since it says what we 
ought to do, not what “ought” means) it is not 
naturalistic (see above); but it is open to the objec¬ 
tion that it mak« it im|)ossible to say that another 
man’s moraljucjgment is wrong - indeed, it has the 
paradoiidcal consequence that two people who differ 
about a moral question must both be ri^ght. Iliis 
seems to be at variance with the common use of 
the moral words; we have here an illustration of a 
way in which ethics (the study of the uses of the 
moral words) can have a negative bearing on a 
moral question - it enables us to rule out a moral 
view as involving logical paHddiCKit n^^ 
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one. It may also be objected to relativism that it 
does not do what a moral principle is expected to 
do, viz. guide us in making our decisions on parti¬ 
cular moral questions. For if I am wondering what 
to do, it is no use being told that I ought to do what 
1 think I ought to do; for the trouble is that I do 
not know what to think. Relativism is mentioned, 
not for its own value, but because confusion of 
other views with it has bedevilled nearly all dis¬ 
cussion of the views which we arc about to con¬ 
sider. These are by contrast all ethical views (that 
is, views about the meanings of the moral words). 
They do not commit the holder of them to the 
acceptance or rejection of any substantive moral 
opinions. 

The first is a form of naturalism, which is not 
now often avowedly held, but dates from a time 
when it was thought that a moral sentence must 
have meaning in the same way as other indicative 
sentences, viz. by being used to state that a certain 
object possesses a certain property (see above sec¬ 
tion IV). It being unplausible, for many reasons 
(some of which have been given in section III) to 
hold that the properties in question arc “objective” 
properties of objects, it was suggested that they are 
] “subjective” properties - that is, properties of being 
related in certain ways to states of mind of the 
. maker of the statement in question. Thus “He is a 
good man” was held to mean “He, as a matter of 
psychological fact, arouses in me a certain mental 
state (for example, a feeling of approval)”. This 
theory makes a moral judgment equivalent to a 
descriptive ethical statement (sec above, section I). 
If it is taken Utcrally, it is open to the o^ection that 
it makes moral disagreement impossible. For if 
two people say, one that a man is a good man, and 
the other that he is not, they arc, on this view, not 
disagreeing with each other ; for one of them 
means that he (the speaker) is in a certain mental 
state, and the other means that he (the second 
speaker) is not in that state; and between these 
statements there is no contradiction. 

Because of this objection, the view has been 
generally abandoned in favour of others which 
hold that in a moral judgment we are, not giving 
information about our mental state, but engaging 

^ di fferent from the giving of 

inFornutiori^ TmsdCv( 3 opmcnt has lilccn part of 
the recent realisation by philosophers that it is a 


mistake to regard ail kinds of sentences as having 
the same logical character and role. For at least 
two reasons it is best to confine the name “subject¬ 
ivism” to the view just considered, and not to 
extend it to those described below. First of all, the 
terms “objective” and “subjective” have a toler¬ 
ably clear meaning, and draw a graspable distinc¬ 
tion, when they arc used to mark the difference 
between statements of “objective” fact about ob¬ 
jects, and statements of “subjective” fact about the 
speaker (though even here there might be confu¬ 
sion; for in a sense it is an objective fact that the 
mind of the speaker is in a certain state). But the 
distinction gets lost when moral judgments are 
held not to be statements of fact, in the narrow 
sense, at all. This may be seen by comparing the 
ease of imperatives (though it is not suggested that 
moral judgments resemble these in all respects). 
An imperative expresses neither an objective state¬ 
ment nor a subjective statement, since it docs not 
express a statement at all; nor does it express a 
“subjective command”; for it is hard to understand 
what this would be. So, if it bc asked “Is the com¬ 
mand ‘Shut the door’ about the door or about the 
mind of the speaker?”, the answer, in so far as the 
question is meaningful, must be “About the door”. 
And in the same way the moral judgment “He is a 
good man” may be held to be, in the strongest 
possible sense, “about” the man in question, and 
not about the mind of the speaker, even by some¬ 
one who holds that it is not (in the narrow sense) 
a statement of fact about the man. Thus criticisms of 
the theories to be described in the next section, on 
the ground that they turn moral judgments into 
remarks about the mind of the speaker, are mis¬ 
directed, and should be reserved for subjectivism 
as described in the present section. The same applies 
to the criticism that these theories “make what is 
right depend on what the speaker thinks is right”. 

Secondly, the division between those views 
which hold that moral judgments arc used to give 
some sort of information, and those which hold 
that they have a quite different function, is the 
most fundamental in ethics, and should not be 
concealed by using a term which straddles it. Views 
of the first sort (for example all the ethical views so 
far considered) arc called “dcscriptivist”; views of 
other kinds, including those considered in the rest 
of this article, arc called “non-descriptivist”. 
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VI EMOTIVISM 

Though cmotivism was, historically, the first 
kind of non-dcscriptivism to be canvassed, it is a 
mistake to think of it as the only kind, or even as 
commanding general support among non-descrip- 
tivists at the present time. It is common even now 
for non-dcscriptivists of all kinds to be misleading¬ 
ly called “emotivists**, even though their theories 
do not depend on any reference to the emotions. 
Emotivism proper embraces a variety of views, 
which may be held concurrently. According to the 
bcst-knowTi, moral judgments have it as their 
function to “express' or “evince** the moral emo- 
ti6hr(ifor example, approval) of the speaker. Ac- 
coirdmg to another version, their use is to arouse 
or evoke similar emotions in the person to w hom 
they are addressed, and so stimulate him to actions 
of the kind approved. A. J. Ayer when he wrote 
Language, Truth and Logic (1936), which contains 
the most famous exposition of emotivism, attri¬ 
buted both these functions to moral judgments; 
but he has since abandoned emotivism, though 
remaining a non-dcscriptivist. C. L. Stevenson put 
forward a kindred vicw% with the difference that, 
instead of the word “emotion”, he most common¬ 
ly used the word “attitude*’. An attitude was usu¬ 
ally thought of byTiim as a disposition to be in 
certain mental states or to do certain kinds of ac¬ 
tions. Stevenson’s “attitudes” are much closer to 
the “moral principles” of the older philosophers 
(especially Aristotle) than is usually noticed by 
those who use the misleading “objcctivist-subject- 
ivist” classification. Stevenson made the important 
qualification to his view that, besides their “emo¬ 
tive meaning”, moral judgments may also have a 
“descriptive ineaning”. In one of his several “pat¬ 
terns of analysis” the meaning of a moral judg¬ 
ment is analysed into two components: (1) anon- 
moral assertion about, for example, an act (explic¬ 
able naturalistically in terms of empirical properties 
of the act); and (2) a specifically moral component 
(the emotive meaning) whose presence prevents a 
naturalistic account being given of the meaning of 
the whole judgment. This specifically moral cle¬ 
ment in the meaning is the funaion which these 
judgments have of expressing attitudes and per- 
suading or influencing people to adopt them, towards 
the aa described. Stevenson’s views did not, of 
tSfirie, find favour with desaiptivists; and even 


non-dcscriptivists who have written after him, 
while recognizing the seminal importance of his 
work, have for the most part rejected the implied 
irrationalism of the view that the only specifically 
moral clement in the meaning of moral terms is 
their emotive force. This, it has been felt, makes 
moral judgments too like rhetoric or propaganda, 
and docs insufficient justice to the possibility of 
reasoned argument about moral questions. If moral 
argument is possible, there must be someTo^cal 
relations between a n^oiiral judgtnent and other 
inoral judg^lcnts, even if Hume was right to hold 
that a moral judgment is not derivable from state¬ 
ments of non-moral fact. Stevenson has some im¬ 
portant things to say about moral arguments, but 
his account of them has been generally held to be 
inadequate. 

VII. OUTSTANDING PROBLEMS 
Most of the main problems which occupy ethical 
thinkers at the present time arise from the com¬ 
plexity of the meaning of moral terms, which 
combines two very different elements. 

(i) The evaluative or p res criptive tpcmtjtjg (these 
more non-committal terms are now often preferred 
to Stevenson’s “emotive meaning”). It is not nec¬ 
essary, and probably false, to attribute to moral 
judgments, as such, any impulsive or causative 
force or power to make or induce us to do what they 
enjoin; but even dcscriptivists sometimes admit 
that moral judgments have the function of guiding 
conduct. It is indeed fairly evident that in many 
typical cases we ask, for example, “What ought I 
to do ?” because wc have to dedde what to do. 
and think that the answer to the “ought” question 
has a bearing on our decision greater and more 
intimate than that possessed by answers to ques¬ 
tions of non-moral fact. To take another example, 
it is fairly evident that there is an intimate connex- 
\ ion between thinking A better than B, and prefer- 
, ring A to B, and between the latter and being dis- 
posed to choose A rather than B. This intimate 
connexion is emphasized in the old tag (whose 
substance goes back to Socrates): “Whatever is; 
fought, is sought under the appc^amce’ofits being' 
good”. It would follow from this that to call a 
nun^good is thereby to offer guidance about 
choices; and the same might be said of the other 
moral terms. Dcscriptivists, however, refuse to 
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admit that this feature is part of the meaning of 
moral terms. 

Their principal opponents, who may be called 
“prescriptivists'*, hold that it is part of the meaning. 
Moral judgments, on this view, share with impera¬ 
tives the characteristic that to utter one is to 
commit oneself, directly or to some sort 

of precept or prescription about actual or conceiv- 
? able decisions or choices. In typical cases, disagrec- 
^ ment with a moral judgment is displayed by failure 
to act on it - as when someone has told me that 
the right thing to do is such and such, and I imme¬ 
diately do the opposite. Such a view docs not, like 
the emotive theory, make moral argument impos¬ 
sible; for according to some prcscriptivists logical 
relations may hold between prescriptions as well 
as between ordinary statements. 

Prcscriptivists have to face, like Socrates, the 
difficulty that in cases of so-called ^‘weakness of 
wilT’ we may choose to do something which we 
think lad or wrong. The most promising line for 
prcscriptivists to take in answer to this objection 
■> is to point out that in such cases either the chooser 
: IS unable to resist the temptation (as is indicated by 
the expressionof will’^ cf. also St Paul, 
Romans 7, 23); or else he thinks the thing bad or 
wrong only in some weaker, conventional sense, 
having the descriptive meaning of “bad” or 
' “wrong” but lacking their prescriptive force. 

(2) The descriptive meaning.Thc second main fea¬ 
ture of moral judgments is that which distinguishes 
them from imperatives: whenever we make a 
moral judgment about, for example, an act, we 
must make it because of something about the act, and 
It always makes sense to ask what this something 
IS (though it may be hard to put a reply into words). 
This (although it has been denied by some recent 
thinkers) follows from the “consequential” char¬ 
acter of moral “propcrti^ (scc above, sectTorilV). 
ToT Vvefy particular moral judgment then, there 
corresponds a universal judgment to the effect that 
a certain feature of the thing judged is, so far as it 
goes, a reason for making a certain moral judgment 
about it. For instance, if I say that a particular act is 

( good because it is the act of helping a bUnd man 
across a road, I seem to be adhering thereby to the 
i universal judgment that it is good to help blind 
: people across roads (and not merely this particular 
I blind man across this particular road). Those who 


accept this argument may be called “universalists”; 
and their opponents, who do not,Tircaficd 
“particularists”. A universalist is not committed to 
the view that, if it is a good act to help a blind man 
across a road on this occasion, it would be a good 
act on all occasions (for example, it would not be 
a good act if the blind man was known to be hope¬ 
lessly lost and his destination lay on this side of the 
road); he is committed only to the view that it 
would be a good act in the absence of something 
to make a difiTerence between the two acts - some¬ 
thing more than the mere numerical difference 
between the acts. 

The universalist thesis is closely connected with 
the thesis that moral judgments, b esid es their 
function as prescriptions, have also a descriptive 
Ihcaning (see above, section VI). On this view, in 
calling an act, for example, good, we are com¬ 
mending it (the prescriptive element in the mean¬ 
ing), but commending it because of something 
about it. These two elements arc well summarized 
by the Oxford English Dictionary^ first definition of 
“good” : “The most general adjective of com¬ 
mendation, implying the existence in a high, or at 
least satisfactory, degree of characteristic qualities 
which arc either admirable in themselves or useful 
for some purpose”. The word “characteristic” is 
important; it draws attention to the fact that the 
word which follows “good” makes a difference to 
the qualities which a thing has to have in order to 
be called good (for example, a good strawberry 
docs not have to have the same qiulities as a good 
man). In the case of some words (for example, 
“knife”), if we know what they mean, we know 
some of the conditions that have to be fulfilled 
before wc can call a thing of that kind good. Some 
philosophers (for example Plato and Aristotle) 
have held that the same is true of all words - that, 
for example, if we could determine “the nature of 
man” wc should therefore be able to say what 
makes a man a good man. But this type of argu¬ 
ment may be based on a false analogy between 
words like “man” and words like “knife**. 

A more promising way ofbringing the iihivcr- 
salist thesis to bear on moral arguments (and thus 
to some extent satisfying those who insist that 
ethical studies should be relevant to moral ques¬ 
tions) is that exempliticd by the “Golden Rule** 
and worked out in some detail (though obscurely) 
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by Kant and his followers. In certain cases it may 
be a powerful argument, if a man is contemplating 
some act, to ask what it is about the act which 
makes him call it right, and whether, if some other 
"act possessed the same features, but his own role in 
it were different, he would judge it in the same 
way. This type of argument occurs in two famous 
passages of Scripture (2 Samuel 12, 7 and Matthew 
18, 32). It has been held that a iudjpent is not a 
moral judgment unless the speaker is prepared to 
^universalize his maxim**. But this raises the vexed 
"question of the criteria for calling judgments 
“moral judgments** a question which is beyond 
the scope of this article. 

This question, and the whole problem of the 
relation between the prescriptive and the descrip¬ 
tive elements in the meaning of moral judgments, 
continues to tax ethical thinkers. It has been im¬ 
possible in this article to do more than sketch the 
principal issues and give some account of their 
origin. (r.m.h.) 

Existentialism. The name of a trend or tendency 
manifested m the history of philosophy of which 
the following marks may be noted: 

(1) there is always present an hostility to abstract 
theory which obscures the roughnesses and untidi¬ 
nesses of actual life. This may take the shape, as 
in Augustine's Confessions of a profound self- 
analysis, or as in Pascal's Pensees, of an insistence 
that the cbim of the mathematical method of the 
exact sciences to be a complete and universal meth¬ 
od of human knowledge be disputed in the name 
of a flexible and' less restricted concept of the va¬ 
ried and different styles of men's commerce with 
their natural and human environment. Etienne 
Gilson claims that Aquinas in virtue of his insist¬ 
ence on the priority of esse over essentia be classed 
as existentialist; whereas the Platonic essentialist 
tradition be viewed as asserting the priority of 
essence over existence. This Gilson maintains des- 
pite^thc constantly affirmed apparentation of exis¬ 
tentialist tendencies in philosophy to Socrates* pre¬ 
occupation with ethics as distinct from cosmological 
speculation. 

This brief historical note should indicate that 
existentialism is the name of a tendency rather than 
of a determinate set of doctrines. 

(2) there it an approximation of the task of the 


moral philosopher to that of the novelist or drama¬ 
tist, an clement emphasised in recent existentialist 
thought by the fact that men like Sartre and 
Marcel have achieved distinction as writers and 
dramatists as well as philosophers. In this approxi¬ 
mation one may discern a continuity to-day bet¬ 
ween existentialist philosophizing and phenom- 
toological critidsm of Kent's formalistic ethics 
of the kind to be found in the writings of Max 
Scheler. The existentialist is always, by his bias in 
favour of the particular and the concrete^ alerted 
against such an essay as Kant's attempt to lay bare 
the universal principle of all moral action; this even 
while displaying a certain sympathy with Kant's 
doctrine of the primacy of the practical over the 
theoretical reason. 

(3) existentialist thought is sometimes profoundly 
religious (as in Kierkegaard), and sometimes 
overtly atheistic (as in Jean-Paul Sartre). But in exis¬ 
tentialist atheism there is discernible an almost ob- 
sessionally religious note, very different from that 
sounded by Anglo-Saxon empiricists in their re¬ 
jection of religious attitudes, which is more akin 
to that found in the men of the Enlightenment. 
Thus Albert Camus* novel Lm Peste, which certain¬ 
ly helped to win its author the Nobel Prize for 
literature, displays a preoccupation with the prob¬ 
lem of an atheistic sanai^, strangely, but un¬ 
mistakably, religious in its undertones. 

(4) Kierkegaard saw himself as offering a Philo- 
Sophie und Theologie des KorrektivSt in the first in¬ 
stance a corrective to the dialectical rationalism of 
Hegel, and its philosophical interpretation of the 
Christian religion. One might say that professional 
philosophers will always find in the writings of 
existentialist thinkers, resources to correct re¬ 
stricted and confined paradigms of human thought 
and action. One might mention in this connection, 
as an illustration and as a parallel, Wittgenstein's 
regard for Augustine's Confessions, and for the 
stories of Leo Toktoy. The enlargement of the 
academic imagination by recollection of the actual 
poignancy of human life and experience is often 

f achieved through insights to be found in the diffuse, 
and sometimes unbalanced, writings of the exist¬ 
entialists. 

The influence of existentialism in contemporary 
theology is better sought in the work of Paul 
Tillich, and of Rudolf Bultmann than of Karl 
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Barth. The latter’s early Romerbrief owes much to 
Plato as well as to Kierkegaard and Dostoevsky; 
and his massive Kirkliche Dogmatik is more in debt 
to Anselm on whose Proslogion he published a 
masterly essay in 1930, than to existentialist think¬ 
ers. Indeed members of his school have been known 
to accuse those who pursue the method of exist¬ 
entialist dialectics in theology, of continuing to 
this present, the disastrous inheritance of August¬ 
ine’s self-absorption! (d.m.m.) 

F 

Fallacy. The term “fallacy” is so used in logic as 
to refer to an invalid argument or form of argu¬ 
ment. Strictly, therefore, only arguments, not state¬ 
ments, can be said to be fallacious; an argument 
with true premises and conclusion may be a fallacy, 
while an argument with false premises and conclu¬ 
sion may be exempt from fallacy. If the premises 
of an argument are true and the conclusion false 
there must be a fallacy in it ; otherwise we can never 
determine whether an argument involves a fallacy 
or not by considering the truth or falsity of the 
statements made in its course. 

It should be noted that the term “fallacy” applies 
properly only to a deductive step in an argument 
(see Deduction); what would be a fallacy re¬ 
garded as a deduction might well be perfectly 
sound in a merely probable argument. Thus there 
is a fallacy known as the fallacy of affirming the 
consequent which is of the form “If p then q; 
but q; therefore p”. An example would be “If it 
has been raining the roads will be wet; but the 
roads arc wet; therefore it has been raining”. Here 
the conclusion docs not follow, for there may in 
fact have been no rain but only a burst main; but 
clearly wet roads arc a good ground for suspecting 
that it has been raining. 

The ways in which arguments can be bad arc 
numberless; many of the traditionally named fal¬ 
lacies arc of little interest and may be found in any 
traditional logic book But some of the more in¬ 
teresting named fallacies will be briefly explained. 

(1) Denying the antecedent. Of the form “If p then 
q; but not p; therefore not q“; e.g. “If it has been 
raining the roads will be wet; but it has not been 
raining; therefore the roads will not be wet”. 

(2) Petitioprindpii{begging the question). This is the 


assumption of a premise which cannot be known 
to be true unless the conclusion is known to be 
true. Sometimes it is said that to take as a premise 
a proposition which cannot be true unless the 
conclusion is true involves begging the question; 
in which case, as some have not shirked saying, 
every valid argument would be a case of begging 
the question. 

(3) Simple conversion. This is to conclude from 
“All A is B” to “All B is A”; it is of course valid 
to conclude from “No A is B” to No B is A”. 

{4) Undistributed middle. This fallacy consists in 
arguing syllogistically with premises in which the 
term occurring in both (the middle term) is in 
neither premise used to refer to everything to 
which it can refer (to its whole extension) Thus in 
“All bars arc rogues and all thieves arc rogues, 
therefore some thieves arc liars”, the middle term 
“rogues” is undistributed in both premises; in 
neither is anything said about the whole class of 
rogues. 

(5) Ignoratio elenchi. This is to produce a proof 
which does validly prove something, but not what 
it was required to prove. 

(6) Equivocation. An argument in which a term is 
used in different senses at different stages of the 
argument. 

(7) Post hoc ergo propter hoc. An argument from 
the fact that somethmg followed on something else 
it must have been caused by it. Many superstitions 
are supported by this argument; bad luck after 
walking under a ladder or breaking a mirror or 
spilling salt is held to be because of doing so. But 
regular sequence is clearly a valid ground for an 
inductive argument to a causal relationship. 

(j.o.u.) 

Fatalism, see Freedom of the Will, Determinism. 

Fichte, Johann Gottlieb (1762-1814), German 
philosopher, was of Saxon peasant stock. Aided by 
a local landed proprietor he studied theology, 
philology and philosophy at Jena and Leipzig. He 
met Kmt in 1791 and became his close student and 
disciple. In 1794 he became professor at Jena but 
was dismissed in 1799 on a charge of teaching 
atheism. An ardent patriot, he delivered his Ad¬ 
dresses to the German Nation in Berlin in 1807-1808 
and was largely instrumental in the rebirth of 
Prussia after her defeats at the hands of Napoleon. 
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He became professor at the new University of 
Berlin in 1810. 

Fichte held that there were two possible methods 
in philosophy, dogmatism which deduces the idea 
from the thing or idealism which deduces the 
thing from the idea. Which method one follows 
depends on one’s mental make-up, but idealism is 
preferable since wx camiot explain consciousness 
satisfactorily in terms of being, as dogmatism 
would do, but can construct experience, though 
not the thing-in-itself, from consciousness as a 
datum. Thus Fichte discarded the thing-in-itsclf 
and instead of deriving the nature of the thinking 
self from the manifold of experience, like Kant, 
he set out to deduce the manifold from the activity 
of the ego. The clearest statement of this not very 
easy doctrine is perhaps to be found in his IntrodtU'- 
tion to the Theory of Knowledge (1797). 

Fichte’s ethical views were developed in his The¬ 
ory of Morals (1798). We may act so as to cause 
ourselves self-contempt or esteem, the latter being 
conscience. Moral action must spring from con¬ 
science not from obedience to authority. The basic 
ethical demand is that we should act according to 
our conception of duty, our conception of the 
action which we would acknowledge as ours with¬ 
out reservation through all time. Thus the moral 
life is a series of actions leading to the complete 
spiritual freedom of the ego. Moral evil arises from 
our lazy incapacity to think out our actions to the 
full. Certain individuals have the power to act 
morally in a pre-eminent way and these people 
through their example arc an inspiration to others; 
in this fact lies the basis of religion and a church is a 
union of individuals associated for the purpose of 
stimulating and strengthening moral conviction. 

The state, according to Fichte, has the task of 
ensuring that all men limit their freedom by regard 
for the freedom of others; but it can only do this 
if it also attempts to secure the same rights for all, 
which it can do only if it ensures that all men have 
property and economic self-dependence. In the 
light of this view Fichte was led to some socialistic 
doctrines about economic matters, including the 
transference of all foreign trade to the state. But, 
contrary to received legend, he did not share the 
organic view of the state typical of many German 
idealists. (j.o.u.) 


Freedom of the Will. The cluster of problems 
about the freedom of the w ill arises from an in¬ 
compatibility, real or apparent, between sets of 
beliefs none of which we are ready to abandon. On 
the one hand we believe that we can sometimes 
choose w^hethcr to act in a certain way or not; we 
believe that we are responsible for so acting or 
refraining from action; we believe that for those 
parts of our history which do not lie writhin our 
choice we cannot be held responsible. On the other 
hand we believe that nature is uniform, that what¬ 
ever happens results from and can be explained by 
a set of causes and conditions, and in particular that 
our actions result from our inherited character as 
modified by environment. But if all that happens 
is determined by its context then it would seem 
that our actions are determined by their context 
and our choices are determined by their context; 
m particular, if our actions arise from an inherited 
character as modified by our environment, then 
it would seem that we are no more responsible for 
our actions than we are for our inherited character 
and environment. 

Moreoever a mere denial of the principle of 
determinism, implausible in itself, does not ob¬ 
viously eliminate the problem; for if our actions do 
not arise out of our character as modified by envi¬ 
ronment it is hard to find any other account of 
their genesis which will make us responsible for 
them; certainly we are hardly to be held respon¬ 
sible for what occurs purely fortuitously. 

No solution to these problems has been found 
which commands anything approaching general 
consent. Those philosophers who regard deter¬ 
minism as incompatible with freedom and there¬ 
fore deny or wesiken the deterministic thesis arc 
usually called libertariam; they have had no 
conspicuous success in finding an account of human 
action which makes responsible choice intelligible. 
Those philosophers who retain the doctrine of 
determinism and accept that we have not in a full 
sense freedom to choose are known as determinists. 
Many philosophers are, however, unwilling to ac¬ 
cept either of these paradoxical positions and try 
instead to show that the opposition between deter¬ 
minism and freedom is only apparent. Thus it is 
frequently said that the true antithesis to acting 
freely is acting under compulsion; but, it is said, 
laws of nature arc descriptive, not prescriptive and 
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do not constrain; even the laws of motion describe 
how things do in fact move and do not compel 
them so to move. Consequently they maintain that 
we do in fact often act freely (not under constraint) 
'cvehTFough*"6^ always in theory be 

subsumed under (desermtive) haturalTaws. ft is not 
however clear that in tnesc contexts compulsion is 
the antithesis of freedom; and though I do not 
digest my food under compulsion it would be odd 
to say that I do it of my own free will. 

It is, however, true that the determinist at least 
need not think of laws as prescriptive. Those who 
think that human actions are in some way pre¬ 
scribed are called fatalists or predestinationists. Ac¬ 
cording to the doctrines of fatalism and predes¬ 
tination some powerful entity (Fate or God) has a 
plan according to which things happen in a pre¬ 
arranged fashion; the laws of nature can, but need 
not, be thought of as prescribed by fate or God as a 
method of executing the plan. Thus the fatalist and 
prcdestinationist accept, as the philosopliical deter¬ 
minist does not, that human action is purposivcly 
determined or compelled; notoriously doctrines of 
creation and divine foreknowledge raise problems 
about human responsibility for the theologian. 

(j.o.u.) 

Frege, Gottlob (1848-1925), German philosopher. 
Frege’s historical importance is twofold: as the 
founder of modern mathematical logic, and as a 
philosopher of logic and of mathematics. He 
invented the notion of a formal system with the 
intention of attaining the ideal of mathematical 
rigour, and in Begriffsschrift (1879) g^^ve what was 
at once the first example of a formal system and the 
£rst formulation of the sentential and predicate 
calculi. He drew for the first time the distinction 
between axioms and rules of inference and in¬ 
troduced the device which distinguishes modern 
logic from its predecessors and makes it superior to 
them, the use of variables and (nested) quantifiers. 

Frege then turned to the application of his formal 
system to arithmetic. In doing so, he discovered 
the possibility of formalizing arithmetic without 
introducing any non-logical concepts or axioms, 
at least if the notion of a class or set is admitted as 
a logical one. This possibility rested on the famous 
definition of a cardinal number, later rediscovered 
by Rutiell, as the class of all classes which can be 
mapped one-to-one on to a given class, together 
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with the definition of the ancestral of a relation 
(that is, the transformation of a recursive into an 
explicit definition) which had already been given 
in Begriffsschrift. The definition of cardinal number 
follows naturally from the discovery that die funda¬ 
mental numerical notion is that of “just as many 
as”. An unrcflcctivc person, asked what it meant to 
say that there were just as many things of one kind 
as of another, might reply that it meant that if one 
counted up the first set and then counted up the 
second, one would arrive at the same number. But 
Frege observes that it is possible to say that a set 
has just as many members as another set without 
being able to say how many each has; thus if a 
waiter checks that there is just one knife to the right 
of each plate, then he knows that there are just as 
many knives as plates on the table. He has mapped 
the set of plates one-to-one on to the set of knives 
by means of the function “object to the immediate 
right of”. Moreover, counting itself is a particular 
case of setting up a one-to-one mapping; for what 
I in effect do when I count a set of objects and find 
that there are n of them is to define a function on 
the set whose values are the numbers from i to «. 
Finally to explain “just as many as” in terms of 
one-to-one mapping gives a sense to saying of some 
infinite set that it has just as many members as 
another set, whereas of course an infinite set cannot 
in the ordinary sense be counted. 

In order to prepare the way for the symbolic 
work Frege wrote a book. Die Grundlagen der 
Arithmetik(The Foundations c/. 4 ridimenV)(1884),ex¬ 
pounding his theory without symbolism. This is a 
classic of philosophical exposition, and contains an 
entirely effective annihilation of then prevalent 
philosophical accounts of numbers and of arith¬ 
metic. It also contains some profound philosophical 
insights. In order to answer such a question as 
“What is the number i ?”, Frege says, we have to 
give an account of the sense of sentences in which 
the symbol “i” occurs. We must not make the 
mistake of asking for the meaning of a word in 
isolation: only in the context of a sentence does a 
word have meaning. If we ask for the meaning of 
a word in isolation, we shall be inclined to answer 
by describing the mental images which are called 
up in us by hearing the word. But these mental 
images are entirely irrelevant to the sense of the 
word. The same word may call up different images 
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in the minds of different people; dificrent words 
may caU up the same image in the mind of one 
individual. In any case the image cannot determine 
the sense of sentences containing the word. Else¬ 
where, Frege distinguishes two features of the 
meaning of a word: the images and associations 
which the word calls up, which Frege calls the 
‘‘colouring” of the word; and the sense properly 
so called. Colouring is subjective, and can vary 
from person to person. The sense of the word is 
objective ; it is that feature of the meaning which 
alone is relevant to the determination of the truth- 
value of a sentence containing the word. When we 
know how to determine the truth-value of sen¬ 
tences containing the word, then we know all there 
is to know about the sense of the word; nothing 
further can be demanded. Among the most impor¬ 
tant sentences in which a singular term can occur 
are those expressing judgments of identity; Frege 
points out that stipulating the criterion of identity 
for Xs is a necessary part of determining the sense 
of the word “X”. It is evident that the first part of 
Wittgenstein’s Investigations is deeply indebted to 
these ideas of Frege. 

In a famous article published in 1892, Frege in¬ 
troduced a distinction which had not occurred in 
Grundlagen, that between the sense and the ref¬ 
erence of a word. The reference of a singular term 
is the object about which we arc speaking when 
we use a sentence containing it. But we must not 
think with J. S. Mill that the meaning even of a 
proper name consists just in its having the reference 
that it has ; its sense is not uniquely determined by 
its reference. Thus, to use an example given by 
Frege elsewhere, one explorer might discover a 
mountain to the south and give it a name, while 
another explorer gave a different name to the same 
mountain seen to the north, and it might be many 
years before it was realised that it was the same 
mountain they had seen; the two names would 
then have different senses but the same reference. 
The sense of the whole sentence is a thought (some¬ 
what analogous to the “proposition” of Russell); 
the thought is what is primarily said to be true or 
false, and is something immaterial though objec¬ 
tive. Hence the reference cannot be a constituent of 
the thought; if I am talking about Everest, the 
mountain itself cannot be part of the thought I 
express. All the same, I do succeed in talking about 


the mountain itself, and not some shadowy cor¬ 
relate of it; the reference is in general something 
non-linguistic, something “in the world”. 

Whether an expression is a proper name or not 
is for Frege a question only of its logical behaviour. 
Thus “red” and “5” (used as nouns) can count as 
proper names since “red is a primary colour” and 
“5 is a prime number” arc logically of exactly the 
same form as “Krushchev is a clever man”. If an 
expression functions like a proper name, and pos¬ 
sesses a definite sense, then it is a proper name; and 
it has a definite sense if we have assigned a sense 
to all the sentences in which it can occur. Whether 
an expression has a reference or not depends upon 
whether we should ordinarily say that there was 
something answering to that designation; for ex¬ 
ample, “the perfect number between 10 and 30” 
has a reference in > irtue of the fact that, as we 
should ordinarily say, there is a number which is 
perfect and between 10 and 30. The idea that there 
is a further philosophical question as to whether 
there really exists an object for which the expression 
stands arises from the fallacy of “asking after the 
reference of a term in isolation”. Frege calls an 
“object” anytliing which is the reference of a sin¬ 
gular term; for him it is as legitimate to speak of 
numbers (and other “abstract entities”) as objects 
as of men or cities as objects. Hence arithmetic is a 
collection of truths about objects just as much as 
any other science, and it is the task of the mathemat¬ 
ician to discover these truths, which hold good 
independently of whether we discover them or not. 

Frege distinguishes two fundamentally different 
types of expression, which he calls “saturated” and 
“unsaturated”. Singular terms are saturated, as arc 
complete sentences. Unsaturated expressions arc 
predicates like “ ... is tall”, relational expressions 
like “... bores...” and functional expressions like 
“the capital of...”, in short expressions containing 
gaps which become saturated when the gaps are 
filled by saturated expressions, Unsaturated expres¬ 
sions are not merely sequences of words which 
could be written down on their own, for it is 
required that wc can indicate where the gaps occur 
and which gaps must be filled with the same term 
and which may be filled by distinct terms (variables 
are a device for indicating this). Thus an unsaturated 
expression is rather a feature in common to several 
sentences than an isolable part of those sentences. 
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An unsaturatcd expression has a reference as well 
as a saturated one; but its reference is an unsaturated 
kind of thing, something which can no more be 
thought of as standing on its own than can the 
expression which denotes it, and which is therefore 
totally unlike an object. The reference of a pred¬ 
icate l^regc calls a “concept” (“property” would be 
a happier term in English), that of relational and 
functional expressions “relations” and “functions.” 
The reference of an unsaturated expression is to be 
distinguished from its sense just as sharply as the 
reference of a proper name from its sense; concepts, 
relations and functions are just as much “in the 
world” as are objects. If we say that Jupiter is larger 
than Mars, the relation holds between the references 
of the words “Jupiter” and “Mars”, and not bet¬ 
ween their senses, and hence must be a feature of 
the world (the “realm of reference”) as are the 
planets themselves. It is nevertheless an entity of a 
quite different kind; if an expression stands for a 
concept or a relation, it cannot stand for an object, 
and indeed it cannot even be sense to try to say 
about a concept what it makes sense to say about 
an object, or conversely. We do talk about con¬ 
cepts, however: if I say, “God exists”, I am not 
ascribing a property to a particular object, I am 
talking about a certain kind of thing, about a prop¬ 
erty or concept, and saying about it sor ^ething 
that it makes sense to say only about a property, 
viz. that there is something which has it, that there 
is something of that kind. Number-statements are 
to be understood in the same way; “There are three 
trees in the garden” says something about the con¬ 
cept trees in the garden, and cannot be understood 
as an assertion about an object. 

If we want to understand the nature of concepts 
and relations, we must consider functions in math¬ 
ematics. The number 4 is a certain function of the 
number 2, namely its square, but it is not itself that 
function. In fact we cannot as it were isolate the 
function, but only particular numbers which are 
that function of certain other numbers. Indeed, 
Frege is able to regard concepts and relations as 
special cases of functions, since he holds that a 
sentence as a whole has a reference, namely its 
truth-value; concepts and relations arc thus func¬ 
tions whose value is always truth or falsity. This 
doctrine cuts dean through the old controversy 
between nominalists and realists. For Frege the 
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colour red for example, is a genuine object, and the 
reference of the noun “red”; but it cannot be the 
reference of the adjective “red” and is not alluded 
to in the sentence “Tulips arc red”. 

The doctrine leads in Frege's formal system to a 
rigorous distinction of type between predicates; 
classes are, however, treated as objects (entities of 
lowest type). This is an illustration of the inter¬ 
dependence between Frege's philosophy of logic 
and his formal system. A formal system is to be 
constructed not merely with an eye to convenience, 
but ought to mirror the essential features of lan¬ 
guage (this was in essence Frege's retort to Pcano's 
objection that his assertion sign was formally re¬ 
dundant). This docs not mean that a formal system 
has to copy natural language: the use of variables 
and quantifiers, for instance, solves the problem of 
generality not by giving a coherent account of the 
devices used to indicate generality in natural lan¬ 
guages, but by inventing a totally new device (the 
theory of quantification seems a better claimant for 
the title “paradigm of philosophy” than Russell's 
theory of descriptions). Natural language may ac¬ 
tually be incoherent and can be criticised as such; 
thus Frege regards it as a defect of natural language 
that in it singular terms may be formed which have 
a sense but no reference. The quest for an ideal 
language was initiated by Frege. 

In 1893 and 1903 Frege published two volumes 
of his magnum opus. Die Grundgesetze dvr Arithmetik, 
which sets out his construction of arithmetic out of 
logic in liis logical symbolism. The theory contains 
“naive set theory”, that is, the assumption that for 
every property there exists a class having ?s mem¬ 
bers precisely those objects which have that prop¬ 
erty. Shortly before the publication of volume II 
Russell wrote to Frege explaining the contradiction 
he had found in naive set theory. Frege hastily 
added an appendix stating how the contradiction 
could, as he thought, have been avoided by weak¬ 
ening one of his axioms. Lesniewski later proved 
that a further contradiction would arise, but it is 
doubtful if Frege discovered this ; but in any case 
many of the proofs would have broken down under 
the revised axiom, and Frege lost heart for re¬ 
writing and completing the book. At the end of his 
life he came to consider the whole theory of classes, 
and the project of deriving arithmetic from logic, 
an error. Frege produced litdc work of interest 
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after 1903* and probably did not follow the work 
that was being done in the subject he had founded. 
Nor did he receive much credit in his lifetime. The 
work he had done was transmitted to other logi¬ 
cians through the writings of Peano, Russell and 
Whitehead; only Dedekind« Zermelo and Russell 
gave him the credit that was his due. He was little 
known among philosophers, although three of 
great importance were profoundly influenced by 
him ~ Husserl, Russell and Wittgenstein. In 
recent times there has been a great awakening of 
interest in him; logicians arc fully aware of his 
work, and some, such as Church, Carnap and 
Quine, have been directly influenced by him. 
Owing chiefly to the fact that many of Wittgen¬ 
stein's leading ideas can be traced to Frege, philo¬ 
sophers in England and America, though not on the 
Continent, read and discuss him. Perhaps Frege's 
greatest achievement in philosophy, in which he 
was followed by Wittgenstein though not by 
Russell, was to reject the Cartesian tradition that 
epistemology is the starting-point of philosophy, 
and reinstate philosophical logic as the foundation 
of the subject. (m.a.e.d.) 

G 

Gassendi, Pierre (1592-1655), French. Gassendi 
was not a man of great originality, yet his indirect 
influence on the course of philosophic and scientific 
speculation was important and profound. Both 
Hobbes and Descartes knew him well and derived 
from him, not so much specific doctrines or solu¬ 
tions of philosophic problems but rather certain 
habits of thought. Gassendi set himself the task of 
providing an explanation for the doctrines of the 
current orthodoxy that would be based upon the 
scientific theories of the ancient atomists and the 
moral views of Epicurus. For example, he re¬ 
garded mental activities as fully explicable in terms 
of physical distortions of the material of the brain 
and he elaborated a most complex theory of 
“traces’* to account for the intelligent behaviour of 
men and animals. Typically, his solution of the 
problem of the interaaion of imperishable soul and 
perishable brain was a para-mechanical one. If both 
Brain and Soul pursued the same goals, they would 
for that reason act together, a doctrine similar to, 
but much simpler than Leibuix’s pr^-established 


harmony. Gassendi also exerted a marked influence 
on moral and political theory, for he reintroduced 
to Europe the Epicurean doctrine that the highest 
moral good was to be sought in “tranquillity of 
soul**, a notion which is a likely progenitor of 
Hobbes* “peace**. Men act for the preservation of 
their soul's tranquillity, which is not always the 
pursuit of pleasure. (r.har.) 

Gilson, Etienne Henry (1884- ), a Frenchman, is 
one of the outstanding students of medieval 
philosophy of modern times, and the vastly in¬ 
creased knowledge of medieval philosophy we now 
have is largely due to his work. He started from an 
interest in Descartes and was first led to medieval 
philosophy in an attempt to understand better the 
philosophical antccendents of the Cartesian philo¬ 
sophy; medieval philosophy then began to absorb 
his attention and he came to accept the position of 
Thomas Aquinas on essential points. His most 
important historical work, The Spirit of Medieval 
Philosophy, was first published in French in 1932. 
He has also written independent philosophical 
works in the Thomistic tradition, including God 
and Philosophy (1941). (j.O.U.) 

Good, see Ethics, Utihtarianism and articles on 
moral philosophers. 

Goodman, Nelson (1906- ), born in Massachus¬ 
etts. Professor of Philosophy at the University of 
Pennsylvania, he has been chiefly concerned with 
the theory of knowledge and the philosophy of 
language; but he has also dealt with problems com¬ 
monly regarded as metaphysical. In his view, philo¬ 
sophy aims at giving precise structural descrip¬ 
tions of the world, by formulating definitions 
which exhibit things as patterns of various elemen¬ 
tary components of experience. In his first book. 
The Struaure of Appearance (1951), he offered such 
definitions for a number of individual items in 
phenomenal experience (such as colour spots), using 
for his primitive building blocks directly presented 
qualitative characteristics, such as specific shades of 
coulor and places in the visual field. A prominent 
feature of Goodman’s analyses is the severe restric¬ 
tions he imposes upon the assumptions he is pre¬ 
pared to employ. He has been a vigorous proponent 
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of nominalism, refusing to accept any intellec¬ 
tual tools which allegedly postulate the existence 
of such abstract ‘‘Platonic'" entities as classes. Al¬ 
though Goodman has made extensive use of mod¬ 
ern logical techniques, he has not hesitated to reject 
various portions of logic, mathematics and scientific 
theory that do not satisfy his nominalistic require¬ 
ments. He has therefore been compelled to invent 
ingenious means for circumventing the use of log¬ 
ical tools that would commit him to the reality of 
Platonic universals. He has like Quine been highly 
critical of the widely employed distinction between 
synthetic and analytic statements in large meas¬ 
ure because in his judgment the distinction does 
involve such a commitment. 

A problem that has occupied much of Good¬ 
man's thought IS the clarification of what is to be 
understood by contrary-to-fact conditionals, such 
as “It this match had been scratched it would have 
ignited.” He has canvassed various difficulties that 
he thinks face attempts at explicating precisely the 
sense of the connective “if-then” in such state¬ 
ments; and he has shown that tins problem is in¬ 
timately related to the problem of formulating the 
difference between statements expressing laws of 
nature (c.g., “Water expands on freezing” and 
those expressing merely accidental umversahty 
('c.g., “All the coins in my pocket to-day a?' made 
of silver”). In his more recent Fuef, Fiction and 
Forecast (1955), Goodman has advanced some ideas 
toward resolving these questions, and has also sug¬ 
gested in what way he thinks those ideas arc rel¬ 
evant to the analysis of inductive inference, (l.n.) 

Green, Thomas Hill (1836-1882), Enghsh philo¬ 
sopher, educated at Oxford. Green helped to spread 
into England the influence of Kant and Hegel 
agamst the prevalent trends of empiricism and util¬ 
itarianism. The only book of liis which appeared 
in his lifetime was his edition of Hume, and his 
influence was exercised mainly through his lectures 
at Oxford w'hich were posthuniQusly published. 

He maintained that the world was to be thought 
of as a network of relations, and that mind was 
required not only to apprehend but also to con¬ 
stitute and sustain these relations. What are the 
terms related in this network ? Any term we may 
seek to isolate turns out to be itself a network of 
relations too; and any attempt to find in feeling or 


sensation the ultimate data of experience must fail. 
Here Green comes very close to Hegel. The dis¬ 
tinction between appearance and reality is not a 
distinction between a mental world and a world 
independent of mind, but one between mind as 
limited and human and mind as universal and ab¬ 
solute - the mind which sustains the universe. 

In ethics too Green goes a long way with 
Hegel. Desires arc not, as in an animal, isolated 
forces. In each desire the human self seeks its own 
satisfaction as a whole. Only thus can a man hold 
himself responsible and a free agent. Here, how¬ 
ever, Green began to diverge from Hegel. The 
good is personal to the individual whose good it is, 
even though, being naturally social, he can achieve 
full satisfaction only if he confers good on others. 
Green firmly rejected any notion of a corporate 
self. The divergence dominates his political theory. 
He noted how Rousseau's conception of a com¬ 
mon good led him to that of a general will. But 
beyond this lay Hegel's view of the State as a 
unity higher than that of the individual and beyond 
this again lay extremes of totalitarian authority 
and nationalistic state-worship. Green's solid Eng¬ 
lish liberalism rejected all such conclusions. He 
maintained the importance of individual respon- 
sibihty and of individual rights. But his final posi¬ 
tion involved serious difficulties. A “common 
good” means that a man benefits others only “so 
far as he fmds the thought of their being perfect 
necessary to his own satisfaction”. On the other 
hand, individual rights are not allowed, as in Locke 
or J. S. Mill, to serve as a bulwark against social 
authority; indeed the) depend for their existence 
on social recognition. (j.d.m.) 

Grotius, Hugo (1583-1645) was a Dutch thinker 
whose ideas exerted an influence out of proportion 
to their philosophical acuteness. Their context was 
pohtical upheaval and assassination, lawlessness at 
sea, and the Thirty Years War. His belief in tolera¬ 
tion and rational ways of settling di,sputes was based 
on a profound respect for truth which was in the 
humanistic tradition of Erasmus. He was not, 
however, a sceptic; on the contrary he believed 
that piety based on what was common to dif¬ 
ferent interpretations of the Christian religion, to¬ 
gether with reticence about doctrinal disagree- 
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ments, was a sufiBcient basis for recondlation bet> 
ween Catholics and Protestants. His De Veritate 
Religionis Christianae (1627) set forth this code of 
common Christianity. His Via et Votum ad Pacem 
Ecclesiasticam (1642) suggested a concrete scheme 
for reconciliation. 

His rational outlook was, no doubt, partly the 
product of his early training by the great scholar 
Scaliger, who was one of the first to stress gram¬ 
matical cogency rather than doctrinal convenience 
in interpreting Scriptural texts. Grotius was an 
infant prodigy - mastering Latin and Greek by the 
age of twelve and a Doctor of Law at the Univer¬ 
sity of Leyden at sixteen. In 1603 he was appointed 
official historiographer to his native province and 
in 1607 he was made Advocate-general of the Fisc 
for Holland and Zeeland. As advocate for the 
Dutch East India Company he became involved in 
a controversy arising from the seizure of a Portu¬ 
guese galleon in the Straits of Malacca. Grotius was 
led to investigate the general grounds of the law¬ 
fulness of war. His De Jute Praedae (On the Law of 
Booty) t written in 1604 and re-discovered and pub¬ 
lished in 1868, was the result; it led to his abiding 
interest in International Law and formed the basis 
of his later masterpiece De Jure Belli et Pads (On the 
Law of IVar and Peace), 1625. Grotius upheld the 
general principle that the ocean is free to all nations. 

Grotius’ work for rational reconcilation nearly 
cost him his life when he tried to bring together 
the Remonstrant Repubhean party led by C)Iden- 
bamcveldt and the Anti-Remonstrant Party of 
Orange led by Maurice of Nassau. In i6i8 Maurice 
effected a coup d’etat. Oldenbarncvcldt was put to 
death and Grotius was sentenced to life imprison¬ 
ment. His wife, however, succeeded in smuggling 
him out of prison concealed in a case allegedly 
containing tomes on Arminian theology. He fled 
to Antwerp and thence to Paris, where he was 
welcomed by Louis XIII and granted a pension, 
which was seldom paid. During retirement in 
France he composed his De Jure Belli et Pads, 1625, 
which brought him international fame. He later 
found service under Sweden as ambassador to 
France, a post in which he enjoyed neither the 
confidence of the French court nor personal con¬ 
tentment. He died after a shipwreck near Danzig 
in 1645. 

Grotius’ contribution to philosophy consisted 


mainly in his unequivocal defence of natural law 
as a rationally discernible set of principles binding 
on citizens, rulers, and God alike. The validity of 
such a law upholding the security of property, 
good faith, and fair dealing was a common-place 
of Christian thought. But the disunity of Christen¬ 
dom after the Reformation and the secular chal¬ 
lenge to the authority of the church, which was one 
of the legacies of the Renaissance, had made its 
validity difficult to defend on religious grounds. 
Furthermore the policy of Rcal-politik pursued by 
the rulers of the new nation states, as popularized 
by Machiavelli, made the content of the old law of 
nature look somewhat artificial. Grotius therefore 
sketched a foundation for the law of nature which 
would make it independent of religion and based 
on a proper understanding of human nature. 

Natural law, claimed Grotius, is “a dictate of 
right reason, which points out that an act, accord¬ 
ing as it is or is not in conformity with rational 
nature, has in it a quality of moral baseness or moral 
necessity; and that, in consequence, such an act is 
either forbidden or enjoined by the author of na¬ 
ture, God.” It was not obligatory because God 
commanded it; rather God commanded it because 
it was obligatory. “Just as even God, then, cannot 
cause that two times two should not make four, so 
he cannot cause that which is intrinsically evil be 
not evil.” In other words Grotius assimilated moral 
knowledge to mathematical knowledge and sug¬ 
gested that what Descartes and others held to be 
true of our knowledge of nature was also true of 
our knowledge of morals. Both were certain and 
both were accessible to a rational man independ¬ 
ently of religious authority. 

Grotius held, furthermore, that as men were, as 
Aristotle and the Stoics had taught, social by 
nature, they had a natural interest in the main¬ 
tenance of a social order. The rules of natural law, 
therefore, which were almost necessary conditions 
of any society whatsoever, were self-evident to 
man as a social animal endowed with reason. They 
were not simply the products of convention and 
choice. “For the very nature of man, which even 
if we had no lack of anything would lead us into 
the mutual relations of society, is the mother of the 
law of nature.” 

Grotius maintained that all other law - Jus 
Divinum, Jus Civile, and Jus Gentium - were die- 
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tatcs of will subordinate to Jus Naturalc. The civil 
law, for instance, depended for its validity ulti¬ 
mately on the natural obligation of good faith in 
keeping covenants. Grotius* treatment of the Law 
of Nations was particularly interesting and impor¬ 
tant ; for he transformed what had been a system of 
private law estabhshing relations between subject 
and subject belonging to different nations into a 
system of public law establishing relations between 
state and state. Thus his De Jure Belli et Pads was a 
monument in the history of International Law. 

Grotius* philosophical importance was hmited. 
By elevating natural law and giving it a status in¬ 
dependent of custom, law, and rchgion, he helped 
considerably in the process of distinguishing what 
wc now call moral principles from customary, 
legal, and religious codes. In stressing the connex¬ 
ion between natural law and man’s social nature he 
made a somewhat oblique and confused contnbu- 
tion to the plnlosophical controversy about whether 
moral principles arc natural or conventional. By 
stressing the connexion between man’s reason and 
his acceptance of moral prmciplcs Grotius again 
contributed somewhat obhqucly to the under¬ 
standing of what is meant by moral principles - 
which are, at least, those for which reasons can be 
given. 

Grotius’ treatment of these matters was omc- 
what vitiated by his failure to be clear about the 
distinction between what wc call “laws of nature’’, 
which are descriptions of what is invariably the case, 
and “laws’* in the legal or moral sense, which arc 
prescriptions about what ought to be the case. It was 
not until the eighteenth century, with Hume and 
Kant, that some kind of clarity on this point began 
to emerge. Hume, roughly speaking developed the 
coimcxion postulated by Grotius between moral 
principles and man’s sociahty; Kant that between 
moral principles and man’s rationality. Grotius’ 
account of rationality, however, like that of most 
of liis contemporaries, was too much influenced by 
the model of mathematics. Grotius was therefore 
one of the forerunners of the Intuitiomst school in 
ethics wliich holds that moral principles arc self- 
evident hkc mathematical axioms. 

In the matter of the vaUdity of law Grotius 
somewhat confused the issue by suggesting that the 
validity of law derives from that of a higher law - 
the law of nature. But his teaching could be ex¬ 


pressed in a less objectionable way if it were sug¬ 
gested that the importance of the theory of natural 
law was not simply to make a distinction between 
law and moral principles, but aho to suggest that 
law could and should be subjected to moral scru¬ 
tiny and criticism. (r.s.p.) 

H 

Hamilton, Sir William (1788-1856) was born at 
Glasgow and was an undergraduate of both Glas¬ 
gow and Oxford. He spent some time at the Bar 
and was then successively Professor of history and 
then philosophy in Edinburgh. In philosophy his 
starting point was the common-sense position of 
Reid and the Scottish school; his lectures, later 
published as his Lectures on Logic and Lectures on 
Metaphysics were of great weight m the develop¬ 
ment of the Scottish philosoplucai tradition. 

Hamilton’s main work was the Philosophy of the 
Unconditionedt 1829. In tliis work he proceeds, by 
means of a critical examination of the views of 
Kant, Schelling and Comte to outline a theory of 
knowledge of which the main thesis is that to tlunk 
is to condition; this means that when we think of 
anytiung wc inevitably determine it by its relation 
to something else by which it is conditioned; thus 
every part is a whole of parts and every whole is 
Itself part of some greater whole and the idea of the 
absolute whole or part is an absurdity. Similarly 
we cannot think of an unconditioned beginning 
and can only understand a beginning as conditioned 
by another phenomenon; the conditiomng pheno¬ 
menon is thus the cause and the concept ol cause is 
made by Hamilton merely a special case of the 
general principle of conditioning. Hamilton took 
It that this philosophical view made it impossible 
to attain absolute truth by philosophy and that wc 
must be satisfied with an enhghccned ignorance. 
But though we cannot know the unconditioned 
wc cannot but have some faith about it; die un¬ 
conditioned is God who, as unconditioned, is com¬ 
pletely incomprehensible. 

Hamilton's direct mducncc, though great in the 
nineteenth centuiy, has since decimed. He is now 
best remembered as the subject of j. S. Mill’s An 
Examination of Sir IVtlliam Hamilton 5 Philosophy 
and as the inventor of a variant of the logic of the 
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syllogMJi in which the predicate as well as the 
subject is quantified (that is, in which we have not 
simply the proposition, all S is P and some S is P, 
but rather all S is all P, all S is some P, some S is 
all P and some S is some P.) (j.o.u.) 

Hare, Richard Mervyn (1919- ), English, White’s 
Professor of Moral Philosophy at the University of 
Oxford and Fellow of Corpus Christ! College, 
Oxford, His main position is set out in his very 
influential book The Language of Morals (1952), 
Freedom and Reason (1963) and a number of papers 
which have been published in collected form. This 
position is commonly called prescriptivism. Hare 
holds that the primary task of the moral philo¬ 
sopher is to clarify the nature of moral terms and 
judgments, w'hile claiming that such clarification 
can have considerable influence on practical 
questions. Moral judgments, he holds, differ from 
descriptions of the world, not in subject matter, 
but by being imperatives whose primary function 
is to guide choice. But moral judgments arc not 
mere commands, for they are essentially univer- 
salizable. Also notable are Hare’s critical reformu¬ 
lation of Moore’s arguments against naturalism, 
or descriptivism, and his attempt to show that 
there can be a logic of imperatives as well as of 
indicatives. (j.o.u.) 

Hartmann, Karl-Robert-Eduard von (1842--1906), 
German. He is now knowm chiefly for his Philo¬ 
sophy of the Unconscious a work which was 

the most widely read of all German philosophical 
books of its time. Hartmann claimed to produce a 
synthesis of Hegel and Schopenhauer; taking 
from Hegel the notion of the rational Idea and from 
Schopenhauer that of the Will, Hartmann saw 
these as elements in a new ultimate - the Uncon¬ 
scious. Ihe rational Idea is properly the guide of 
the blind Will, but the pessimistic Hartmann re¬ 
garded them as at variance in sinful man, Hart¬ 
mann speaks always of Idea, Will and Unconscious 
as though he conceives of them as things. The book 
is of no permanent importance in its own right, 
but is important as part of the background of 
Freudian psychological theory. Hartmann fol¬ 
lowed this early work with many others, of which 
The Doctrine of the Categories was most w'idcly read. 
His reputation has now much declined. (j.o.u.) 


Hartmann, Nicolai (1882-1950), German philo¬ 
sopher, one of the few speculative metaphysicians 
in the grand style of the present century. He re¬ 
ceived his philosophical training in the great neo- 
Kantian school of Marburg, though he himself 
rejected the Kantian approach to philosophy at an 
early stage of his thought. He taught in the Univer¬ 
sities of Cologne, Berlin and Gottingen, His in¬ 
fluence in Germany has been considerable; his 
Ethics (1925) was published in English translation 
in 1932 and has been widely read in English- 
speaking countries, but his other work has had 
comparatively httle influence there. 

Hartmann considered that the European tradi¬ 
tion in philosophy since Descartes had been to 
start with the subject, the thinker, and his thoughts 
as the indubitable datum on which to build; this, 
he held, was a fundamental mistake. Knowledge, 
he said, was the apprehension of an independent 
reality, an apprehension as immediate as is, accord¬ 
ing to Descartes, our apprehension of the self. 
Properly understood all philosophical problems 
are ontological; they arc attempts to understand 
the kind of being presented to us. The domain of 
ontology is thus all that can be said of being. In his 
main works Hartmami sets out an extreme realist 
ontology; thus he starts with a distinction of real 
being and ideal being; ideal being includes math¬ 
ematical entities and values which are, as Plato 
held, independent entities though not superior to 
real entities. On this basis he builds a most elaborate 
classification of ontological kmds. 

Metaphysical problems such as that of free will 
and of the relation of Ufc to the mechanical are, 
according to Hartmann, essentially insoluble; there 
will always be, after the best metaphysical work, 
unresolved mysteries, but we can reduce the un¬ 
intelligible residue and increase our understanding. 
Thus there can be no systematic metaphysics out¬ 
side cmtology but only a scries of problems raised 
and partly solved, 

Hartmann’s ethical work is mdebted to Husserl 
and the phenomenologists in its method. It is an 
extraordinarily detailed and subtle description of 
moral phenomena. There is little argument, for 
which Hartmann substitutes an appeal to moral 
consciousness and its immediate deliverances. The 
deliverances of moral consciousness are, Hartmann 
holds, of two basic types, answers to questions of 
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what is valuable and answers to problems of con¬ 
duct (what ought I to do ?), He is sufficiently utilita¬ 
rian to regard the former type of problem as pri¬ 
mary. There arc two kinds of value, that which is 
possessed by the things and situations with which 
agents deal and that which is possessed by agents 
and their actions. Specifically moral value is to 
be found in the disposition of the agent, and it is in 
this connection that Hartmann gives his famous 
analysis of the virtues, analogous to that of Aris¬ 
totle in the third and fourth books of the Mro- 
ntacheatt Ethics but on a far more elaborate scale. 
For an agent and his actions to have value they 
must be free; they must therefore be to some extent 
exempt from determination by natural law and not 
determined [even by values, which command but 
do not compel. In accordance with his general 
position on the insolubility of metaphysical prob¬ 
lems Hartmann admits that he cannot understand 
how man can be free in this way; but he is sure that 
such freedom is presupposed in morality, (j.o.u.) 

Hedonism is a word derived from the Greek word 
“hedone** which means pleasure. Three quite dif¬ 
ferent views have been held, all of which are called 
hedonism, which it is all the more necessary to 
distinguish because they have been so oftci^ con¬ 
fused with each other. First we have ethical hedon¬ 
ism, which is the moral view that the only thing 
which is good is pleasure; tliis view does not sug¬ 
gest that we can desire nothing other than pleasure 
or that it is absurd to speak of anything else being 
good, but only that it is a mistake of judgment to 
believe that anything else is good or to desire any¬ 
thing else except as a means to pleasure. Epicurus 
and Bentham arc famous examples of moralists 
who have held this view. Secondly there is psy¬ 
chological hedonism, which is the psychological 
theory that we can desire nothing but pleasure; 
though this view has often been confused with 
ethical hedonism it is strictly incompatible with it, 
for if we can desire nothing else it is as pointless to 
recommend desires for pleasure as it is pointless to 
recommend falling when one is released in mid¬ 
air. This theory, frequently held by earlier British 
empiricists was heavily attacked by Butler ; but it 
nonetheless appears as a support for ethical hedon¬ 
ism in J. S. Mill*s Utilitarianism. Thirdly there is 


the view that the notion of “good** is to be defined 
as the same as “pleasant** or at least in terms of 
“pleasure**. Thus Locke in his Essay (11. xx. 2) says 
“That we all good which is apt to cause or increase 
pleasure, or diminish pain in us.** This view also 
has been confused with ethical hedonism in spite 
of the fact that “pleasure alone is good’* can have 
no moral content if it is a mere definition. 

(j.o.u.) 

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich (1770-1831), 
born in Stuttgart, Germany, was one of the most 
influential philosophers of all time: indeed, the 
history of philosophy since his death could be re¬ 
presented as a series of revolts against him and his 
followers. A little more than a century after his 
death, few followers were left, but much of his 
thought had been absorbed by his opponents, and 
to gain some historical perspective on Kierke¬ 
gaard and Marx, on marxism and existential¬ 
ism, on pragmatism and analytic philosophy, on 
neo-orthodoxy and the so-called new criticism, 

1 legcl’s influence must be taken into account as one 
of the key factors. 

Although his collected works in German come 
to about twenty volumes, and in the best critical 
edition to far over thirty volumes, Hegel himself 
published only four books: Phanomenologie des 
Geistes (1807), Logik (1812-16), Encychpaedie der 
philosophischen Wissenschajten (1817; thoroughly 
rewritten edition 1827; revised edition 1830), and 
Philosophic des Rechts^iSzi). All of these works, as 
well as his posthumously published lectures on the 
philosophy of history, the philosophy of art, the 
philosophy of religion, and the history of philo¬ 
sophy, have been translated into English - for the 
most part very inadequately. T. M. Knox’s version 
of the Philosophy of Right is the most satisfactory 
English translation. 

HegcFs philosophy may be conveniently divided 
into three phases. The first, largely ignored in the 
English literature, antedates the publication of his 
first book in 1807. The second is represented by 
that book, the Phenomenology. The third, which 
alone has greatly concerned the British Hegelians 
and anti-Hegelians, is represented by his later 
works, beginning with his Logic. In Germany and 
France, the first two phases have excited far more 
interest than the last, at least in the twentieth cen¬ 
tury. In the first phase we encounter an as yet non- 
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professorial Hegel, who could hardly be more dif¬ 
ferent from the popular image of the man. 

Hegefs earliest writings ~ drafts and essays he 
wrote in his twenties ~ were first published in 1907 
under the misleading title Hegels theolo^ischeJugend- 
schriften. Two of the major pieces - there arc four 
in all ~ were published in English in 1947 as Hegel's 
Early Theological Writings, translated by Knox. In 
some of these essays, notably in “The Positivity of 
the Christian Religion”, Hegel's style is brilliant, 
eloquent, and picturesque, his criticism of the 
Christian churches, both Catholic and Protestant, 
and even of Jesus himself, is frequently vitriolic, 
and his opposition to all dogma and authoritarian¬ 
ism is uncompromising. He does not oppose all 
religion but finds Christianity incompatible with 
reason and human dignity. In the oldest frag¬ 
ments, he considers the possibility of a wholly 
rational religion which would help us to attain a 
harmonious personality and a high level of mo¬ 
rality. 

By 1800, Hegel felt that the sort of criticism in 
which he had earlier engaged was all too easy, 
obvious, and pointless. It would be a more chal¬ 
lenging task to show how Christianity and other 
beliefs held by eminent men of the past had not 
been “bare nonsense”. Perhaps one could even 
“deduce this now repudiated dogmatics out of 
what we now consider the needs of human nature 
and thus show its naturalness and its necessity”. 
This programme, sketched in 1800 in a preface to 
a never written work, marks the transition to 
Hegel’s second phase and to his Phenomenology of 
the Spirit. (The English translation renders Geist as 
“Mind” in the title and in large parts of the book; 
but, especially in the later parts, “Mind” simply 
makes no sense, and “Spirit” appears more and 
more often. Actually, “mind”, with its primarily 
epistemological connotation,is misleading through¬ 
out and “spirit” is more suggestive). 

The use of “necessity” in the last quotation fore¬ 
shadows one of the central confusions of Hegel's 
subsequent philosophy. He uses “necessary” as a 
synonym of “natural” and an antonym of “ar¬ 
bitrary” and “utterly capricious” and he does not 
distinguish between giving some reasons for a 
development and demonstrating its “necessity”. 
In this sense he finds reason in history, but he does 
not claim - as many interpreters suppose - that 
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historical events or particular entities can be “de¬ 
duced” in any ordinary sense. 

Although Hegel declares in the important pref¬ 
ace to his Phenomenology that he aims to elevate 
philosophy to the status of a science, the book - 
and much of his later philosophy, too - is best 
understood in the perspective supplied by his Jm- 
venilia: what he wants is still a substitute for tradi¬ 
tional Christianity -• a world view that eliminates 
whatever is incompatible with reason and human 
dignity while preserving whatever was sound in 
Christianity and in the thought of all the great 
philosophers of the past. His prose, though still 
occasionally picturesque, has on the whole become 
involved and heavy, and his criticism no longer 
takes the form of sarcastic denunciation or outright 
ridicule: rather it consists in relegating all past posi¬ 
tions, including various forms of Christianity, to 
the role of more or less remarkable, though plainly 
unsatisfactory, anticipations of the philosophic sys¬ 
tem that Hegel distils out of the cauldron of history. 

In spite of the scorn which Hegel's critics have 
lavished on his allegedly arrogant claims for his 
own system, the view of the history of philosophy 
on which these claims arc based has been almost 
universally accepted; and when his claims are 
understood in terms of this view, as they are meant 
to be, they prove to be much less presumptuous. 
Hegel does not pit his own philosophy against 
rival philosophies, past and present, by way of say¬ 
ing: they are wrong and I am right. He repudiates 
the common conception of philosophic disagree¬ 
ment which one might call the battlefield view of 
the history of philosophy. The history of philo¬ 
sophy must be understood, he insists, in terms of 
development. It was Hegel more than anybody 
else who established the history of philosophy as a 
subject of central importance in the modem univer¬ 
sity, and almost all texts on the subject show, albeit 
in varying degrees, his influence. 

- Hegel, then, does not look at his own system as 
in any sense peculiarly his own philosophy. He is 
not contemporaneous with his predecessors but 
able to draw on their cumulative efforts. He can 
see how the excesses of one are in time pointed out 
by his successor who, in turn, may well go to the 
opposite extreme. All along, there is a continual 
refinement, an increased articulateness, and, as it 
were, a progressive revelation of the truth. 



This raises the question what Hegel expected 
from the future. Did he admit that his own system 
was not final ? Hegel did not deal with this question 
explicitly, but he never supposed that history 
would stop with him. In his lectures on the philo¬ 
sophy of history he referred to the United States as 
“the land of the future’*, while insisting that for 
this very reason the United States must be left out 
of account at present, seeing that it is the task of 
philosophy to comprehend “that which is” and 
not to speculate about the future; and the same 
course of lectures culminates in the pronounce¬ 
ment: “To this point consciousness has come”. If 
he had foreseen the insights of future philosophers, 
he would have embodied them in his own system. 
Since he could not foresee them, he did not talk 
about them. 

For all that, he might have stressed, at least occa¬ 
sionally, that his own system was not final, instead 
of stressing, as he often did, that it was, if only at 
the time of speaking, the last word. Tliis is surely 
a fault, but there are at least two extenuating cir¬ 
cumstances. The first is that few great philosophers 
have not been guilty on the same score: from Plato 
to Wittgenstein’s preface to his Tractatus it is en¬ 
countered in classic upon classic. Secondly, there 
was a peculiarly apocalyptic atmosphere in German 
philosophy in Hegel’s day. We can trace it back 
at least to Kant’s amiounccment, in the preface to 
his Critique cf Pure Reason {1781), that he hoped 
pliilosophy would at long last attain the truth by 
the end of the century. Fichte tried to keep Kant’s 
promise in 1794; Schelling, at first enthusiastic 
about Fichte’s effort, soon struck out on his own 
in an attempt to build on the foundations laid by 
Kant and Fichte, and published his own System cf 
Transcendental Idealism in 1800. Hegel felt tliat he 
was completing what Kant, Fichte, and Schelling 
had begun. In addition, there was a widespread 
feeling that an era was coming to an end. and 
Hegel, like the old Goethe, felt that the civilisation 
he had known was drawing to a close, that he was 
looking back upon European history and in some 
sense summing it up. To cite his preface to his 
Philosophy of Right: “When philosophy paints its 
grey on grey, a form of life has grown old, and 
with grey on grey it cannot be rejuvenated, but 
only comprehended. The owl of Minerva begins 
its &ght only at dusk”. 


Hegel 

In the Phenomenology these tendencies arc less 
prominent than in Hegel’s later work. It is a work 
of youthful exuberance, although the preface 
makes clear that the author’s desire to raise philo¬ 
sophy to the level of a science is meant to put an end 
to romanticism in philosophy. What is wanted is 
not inspiration and edification, sentiment and in¬ 
tuition, but the exertion of careful and rigorous 
conceptual thinking - not the enthusiasm of a 
coterie but the discipline of a science. 

Even i f one sympathises with these programmatic 
declarations and with Hegel’s sharp and percep¬ 
tive criticism of romanticism, one may yet con¬ 
clude that his own brand of rigour was miscon¬ 
ceived from the start. The great central idea of the 
Phenomenology is that different outlooks correspond 
to different states of mind, different stages in the 
development of the spirit, and are not, taken as a 
whole, true or false, but rather more or less mature. 
The book is the Bildungsroman of the spirit, the 
story of the education of the spirit, and tlis frame¬ 
work allows for many penetrating observations. 
But it is marred by two pervasive faults: first, the 
above-mentioned confusion about necessity affects 
Hegel’s attempts to show how one stage necessarily 
issues in the next; secondly, he assumes not only 
that some outlooks and positions arc best under¬ 
stood in terms of a developmental sequence, but 
- and this assumption is surely untenable - that all 
outlooks and positions can be reasonably arranged 
in a single development, or even on a scale of 
rising maturity. 

He was probably in<;pircd by the example of 
Goethe who pushed the Storm and Stress style to 
its extremes in Werther and Goetz before seeking 
respite in the classicism of his Tasso and his JpAi- 
genie^ which in turn led him to Wilhelm Meister, 
from which the original romantics took their cue, 
and so forth, on and on. But Hegel disregards the 
actual historic sequence, choosing illustrations for 
a relatively more mature sugc from the Greeks 
and for a less mature stage from the present. This, 
though often criticised, is hardly a serious fault, 
but it has distracted attention from the more scribus 
flaws mentioned previously. 

Many of the insights of existentialism arc anti¬ 
cipated in the Phenomenology, often better formu¬ 
lated than they were by his successors; but one of 
the worst faults of Kierkegaard, Heidegger, and 

119 



Hegel 

Sartre - and of Marx and scores of Marxists, too - 
can also be traced to Hegel : the art of pseudo¬ 
demonstration, the apparently rigorous and cer¬ 
tainly forbidding train of thought that uses an im¬ 
posing terminology to show that something follows 
necessarily which, in fact, does not follow. If one 
makes a sympathetic cflTort, one can follow the 
train of thought; but for all that the conclusion 
does not follow with any necessity. 

One further flaw in the Phenomenology is that it 
is never altogether clear - and this is also true of 
Hegel’s later work, whose ’"spirit” Hegel is discus¬ 
sing. Often it is clearly the human spirit, and Hegel 
seems to be writing about the education of human¬ 
ity. But at other times, “spirit” seems just as plainly 
an alias of God. Hegel clearly did not believe in a 
transcendent God, omniscient and omnipotent 
from all eternity; but he did believe that the force 
which is at work in the development of the material 
universe and eventually fashions man and finds 
expression in man’s spirit, may legitimately be 
named after its final and highest manifestation - 
even as we call an embryo an undeveloped human 
being instead of calling man the last stage of the 
human embryo. According to Hegel, it is only in 
man that the spirit achieves self-consciousness, and 
it knows only what man knows. 

Instead of repudiating traditional conceptions of 
the Trinity, the Incarnation, or of God, Hegel often 
uses Christian terms and praises Christianity for 
realising that God is spirit, that God becomes man, 
etc. This gives rise to the paradox that “God” finds 
out about himself only in Hegel’s system. The para¬ 
dox disappears when we say that Hegel did not 
believe in “God” but, like many philosophers and 
theologians, did not make a point of this fact, 
preferring to pour new wine into old skins. 

Hegel’s Logict the work which inaugurates his 
third and final phase, is marred to an even greater 
degree by pseudo^emonstrations and a confused 
notion of necessity. Again, much remains after 
allowance has been made for these great faults: 
above all, perhaps the most sustained attempt since 
Aristotle to articulate the meaning of philosoph¬ 
ically interesting and important terms and their 
relation to each other. 

Unfortunately, many readers have never got 
beyond the first three terms. Being, Nothing and 
Becoming. Partly as a result of this, partly because 


it is a commonplace in the literature, they suppose, 
mistakenly, that all of Hegel is reducible to the 
three-step of Thesis, Antithesis, and Synthesis. As 
a matter of fact, he does not speak of theses, anti¬ 
theses, and syntheses at all, although his immediate 
predecessors, Fichte and Schelling, did; and neither 
his analyses in the Logic nor his dialectic in general 
can be reduced to any such three-step. This be¬ 
comes apparent as soon as one proceeds beyond 
Becoming to read Hegel’s immediately following 
discussion of Dasein (being there), then Fiirsichsein 
(being for - or by ~ oneself), pure quantity, quan¬ 
tum, degree, measure, identity, difference, ground, 
existence, thing, etc. 

The same point is even more obvious in Hegel’s 
philosophy of history. He divides world history 
into three stages: in the first, in the ancient orient, 
only one is considered free (the ruler); in the sec¬ 
ond period, in Greece and Rome some are free; in 
the modern world all are considered free, at least 
in principle. Some English translations, however, 
introduce the word “antithesis” in all kinds of 
places to render words that literally mean “other” 
or “opposite”; and secondary sources perpetuate 
the legend that Hegel construed everything 
mechanically m terms of three concepts which he 
actually spurned. 

Hi$ Encyclopedia contains his entire system in out¬ 
line form. A shorter version of his Logic, slightly 
rearranged, (sometimes cited as his "‘Lesser Logic”) 
comprises Part One; his philosophy of nature, sub¬ 
divided into mechanics, physics, and organics, con¬ 
stitutes Part Two; and his philosophy of spirit 
forms the third and last part. The philosophy of 
spirit is also divided into three parts, and each of 
these in turn into three sub-parts; but these tripar¬ 
tite divisions cannot be reduced to theses, anti¬ 
theses, and syntheses. Subjective spirit comprises 
sections on anthropology, the phenomenology of 
the spirit, and psychology. Then comes objective 
.spirit which contains sections on right, morality, 
and ethical life. Finally, the whole system culmina¬ 
tes in a chapter on absolute spirit which is divided 
into sections on art, revealed religion, and - the 
pinnacle - philosophy. 

The state is discussed in the section on ethical 
life {Sittlichkeit) after family and civil society. It 
belongs in the sphere of objective spirit - that is, of 
spirit embodied in institutions. This whole realm is 


120 



the basis on which art, religion, and philosophy 
develop. “Although it is true that all great men 
have formed themselves in solitude, they have done 
so only by assimilating what had been created by 
the state”. 

Hegel’s philosophy of objective spirit is devel¬ 
oped in more detail in his Philosophy of Right and 
in his lectures on the philosophy of history, from 
which the last quotation is taken. His philosophy of 
absolute spirit is elaborated in the eight \ olumcs of 
his lectures on art, religion, and the history of 
philosophy. 

After Hegel’s death, his followers quickly divi¬ 
ded into two camps: a right wing that made the 
most of Hegel’s theology and tried to infuse new 
life into Protestantism, and a left wing of so-callcd 
Young Hegelians who included brilliant atheists 
and revolutionaries - most notably Ludwig Feuer¬ 
bach and Karl Marx. Marx accepted Hegel’s preoc¬ 
cupation with history and development but claimed 
that Hegel had stood man on his head, as if spirit 
and ideas were fundamental, while he, Marx, had 
turned Hegel right side up again by pointing out 
that material factors arc basic. Moreover, “the 
philosophers have merely interpreted the world 
difFcrently, but what matters is to change it”. 

In Denmark, Kierkegaard protested against the 
Hegelian theologians of his own country While 
also heavily borrowing from Hegel, he repudiated 
any attempt to transcend faith or even to com¬ 
prehend Christianity, which, he insisted, is absurd 
but must be believed, or any attempt to hide from 
the problems of one’s own concrete existence in a 
system. 

During the latter half of the nineteenth century, 
the study of the history of philosophy came to 
flourish more and more in Germany, di'jplacing 
creative attempts. But such Hegelians as Zeller, 
Erdmann, and Fischer made international reputa¬ 
tions with their histories. At the same time, Hege¬ 
lianism came to England and profoundly influenced 
T. H. Green, B. Bosanquet, F. H. Bradley and 
J, M. E. McTaggart against whom, in turn, G. E. 
Moore and Bertrand Russell revolted at the be¬ 
ginning of the twentieth century. In the United 
Sutes, Williamjames rebelled against the Hegel¬ 
ian Idealism of Josiah Royce and of dozens of less 
gifted philosophers. John Dewey was a Hegelian 
when young. In luly, Croce developed the Hegcl- 
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ian tradition. In France Jcan-Paul Sartre’s VStre 
et le N^ant leans heavily on Hegel. Beyond that, 
the historical approach to art, religion and litera¬ 
ture, no less than philosophy, owes a great deal to 
Hegel. Perhaps no other thinker since Kant, with 
the possible exception of Nietzsche, has had a 
comparable influence. (w.k.) 

Heidegger, Martin (1889- ), German philo¬ 
sopher, is widely considered the chief exponent of 
existentialism, though he has repudiated this label. 
He was bom in 1889. not far from Freiburg where 
he later studied philosophy under Husserl. It was 
in Husserl’s Jahrbuch that Heidegger’s main work 
first appeared in 1927, with a dedication to Husserl: 
Sein und Zeit {Being and Time). In 1933, when Hitler 
came to power, Heidegger accepted the Rektorat 
of the University of Freiburg, welcomed Hitler's 
ascent as the dawn of a new era, praised the aboli¬ 
tion of academic freedom (his inaugural address 
on his concept of the German University was 
published under the title Die Selbsthehauptung der 
deutschen Universitdt), and completely dissociated 
himself from Husserl because he was a Jew. 

There has been a good deal of discussion of the 
question whether Heidegger’s philosophy entailed 
Nazism. It does not, but the pseudo-demonstrations 
of his rcctoral address arc of a kind with the mode 
of argument m his more philosophical wTitings: 
with the kind of logic, or lack of logic, that charac¬ 
terizes Heidegger’s w’ork, one can “prove” any¬ 
thing at all. 

Many of Heidegger’s admirers disown the mas¬ 
ter’s later works which arc mamly exegeses, partic- 
ularily of Prc-Socratic fragments, marked by a 
semi-mystical concern with Being. They find his 
importance in Being and Time and in a short lecture. 
Was ist Metaphysik? Heidegger himself denies that 
there are two phases in his development and claims 
that his earher work has merely been misunder¬ 
stood: he was never an existentialist but always 
concerned with Being. In Being and Time he studies 
human existence (Dasein) as the mode of Being best 
knowm to man; but his interest, as he constantly 
insisted even then, was not anthropological or 
psychological; he tried to use human existence as 
a window through which we can look into Being. 

Although this self-interpretation seems right, it 
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is far from clear how such phenomena as care and 
conscience, guilt and dread, and death and resolu¬ 
tion, which are discussed in Being and Time, can be 
understood non-anthropologically. Throughout 
Being and Time one waits in vain for adequate illu¬ 
mination on this point, and when the book, sub¬ 
titled “First Half”, ends one is led to expect a 
resolution of this problem from Part Two, which 
never appeared. Heidegger’s enormous influence, 
especially in Germany and France and Belgium, 
has been based on an interpretation of his early 
work which, even in Being and Time, he repu¬ 
diated - but apart from which it is difficult to see 
how the book makes sense. Understood psycholog¬ 
ically, or anthropologically, his observations in 
Being and Time are, moreover, of very doubtful 
accuracy. What has made the work so influential 
in spite of all this is probably a combination of at 
least four factors: Heidegger dealt with phenomena 
of almost universal human interest; in the post¬ 
war world this interest was especially intense; he 
managed to discuss these matters with a seeming 
rigour and an elaborate terminology which gave 
academicians a good conscience; and he is a master 
at generating excitement and maintaining suspense. 
There arc probably few philosophers to whose 
vogue Andersen’s fairy tale. The Emperor s Clothes 
is more applicable. (w.k.) 

Heraclitus of Ephesus, Greek city of Asia Minor, 
flourished c. 500 B.c. Of aristocratic family, he 
withdrew from society and in notorioasly obscure 
terms attacked the Ephesians, and men in general, 
for their stupidity. Men failed to apprehend the 
Logos, the formular constituent of dl natural ob¬ 
jects - a kind of common structural characteristic 
in part identifiable with fire. Things in the world 
were divided into opposites - an analysis of dif¬ 
ferentiation applied ^so by Anaximander - and 
change could be expressed as between opposites. 
These, apparently plural and discrete, were actually 
“one and the same”, being connected in a “joining 
that stretches in both directions” by the Logos, 
which ensured the ultimate balance and continuity 
Df changes between opposites. Thus Heraclitus saw 
:hc unity of the world in its structure and behaviour 
rather than in its material. Fire, nevertheless, is the 
primary material, and controls the “turnings” into 


each other of the three great cosmic components, 
fire, sea and earth. Change, or “strife” as Heraclitus 
called it, was necessary for the continued unifica¬ 
tion of opposites: not perhaps continuous change 
in everything (as Plato, thinking rather of the 
exaggerated Heracliteanism of Cratylus, main¬ 
tained) but the certainty of ultimate change be¬ 
tween opposites. Wisdom consists in understanding 
the Logos, how the world works; for man is a part 
of the world, himself governed by the Logos, 
which exists in his soul as its active and fiery part. 
This fiery part, which must be preserved from the 
moisture produced by sleep, stupidity, and vice, 
makes contact with the Logos-element in outside 
objects, and in some form can survive even death. 
Thus Heraclitus produced a surprisingly coherent 
system, one which gave a real motive for philo¬ 
sophy, and which for the first time gave some ac¬ 
count of epistemology. Its obscure presentation, 
and Parmenides’ re-alignment of thought, pre¬ 
vented it from being as influential (until the Stoics) 
as it deserved to be. (g.s.k.) 

See also Pre-Socratics. 

Hobbes, Thomas(i 588-1679), English philosopher 
educated at Magdalen Hall, Oxford. In 1608 he 
became tutor to the young son of William Caven¬ 
dish, Earl of Devonshire. He spent the rest of his 
long life in similar employment, mainly with the 
Cavendish family. He was tutor to Charles II 
during his exile in Paris in 1646 after the battle of 
Naseby. 

Hobbes was a thorough-going academic whose 
intellectual history can be conveniently related to 
his three visits to the continent. His first visit in 
j6io iaspired him with a desire to master the 
thought of the ancient world. His dissatisfaction 
with the Aristotelian tradition of the Schools was 
probably also encouraged by his talks with Francis 
Bacon, whom he used to visit during the latter’s 
retirement. In 1628 he published a translation of 
Thucydides, partly to warn his fellow-countrymen 
of the dangers of democracy. 

In 1628, during his second journey to the con¬ 
tinent, he developed both better health and a pas¬ 
sionate interest in geometry whose method he 
thought he might use to present his conclusions 
about democracy as irrefragable demonstrations. 
He thought, like Bacon, that knowledge meant 
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power, and hoped to cure the ills of a society on 
the verge of civil war by sketching a rational re¬ 
construction of society like a geometer’s figure. 

Hobbes’ third journey to the continent provided 
the final ingredient for his natural and civil philo¬ 
sophy; for he visited Galileo in 1636 and conceived 
the imaginative idea which permeated his whole 
philosophy ~ the generalisation of the science of 
mechanics and the geometrical deduction of the 
behaviour of men from the abstract principles of 
the new science of motion. 

Hobbes claimed originality for two main parts 
of his philosophy ~ his optics and his civil philo¬ 
sophy - and his first contributions to philosophy 
were in these fields. His Little Treatise {1630-1637) 
was an attack on the Aristotelian theory of sense 
and a sketch for a new mechanical theory. On 
returning to England his thoughts were turned 
again to politics, owing to the turbulent state of the 
country. In 1640 he published his Elements of Law, 
while Parliament w’as sitting. This demonstrated 
the need for undivided sovereignty. (It was pub¬ 
lished later in 1650 in two parts - Human Nature 
and De Corpore Politico). When Parliament im¬ 
peached Strafford Hobbes feared for his life and 
fled to the continent, priding himself in later times 
on being ‘*thc first of all that fled”. His De Give 
followed soon after in 1642 (published in l.iiglish 
in 1651 under the title Philosophical Rudiments Con^ 
certiinj^ Government and Society), in which he tried 
to demonstrate conclusively the proper purpose 
and extent of the civil power, and the relationship 
bctv\Tcn church and state. 

Hobbes’ originality consisted not simply in his 
views about optics and politics but also in the links 
which he forged between them. For he thought 
that an all-inclusive theory could be constructed 
starting with simple movements studied in geom¬ 
etry and culminating in the movements of men 
towards and away from each other in political life. 
He envisaged a deductive trilogy comprising works 
on Body, Man, and Citizen, but the march of 
events constantly interrupted his project. He started 
on his De Corpore soon after the publication of De 
CiVe, but it was not completed till after his final 
return to England; for after the advent of Charles 
II to Paris Hobbes turned aside from his physical 
speculations and started work on his masterpiece. 
Leviathan, which stated in a pungent form his views 
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on Man and Citizen. It was published in 1651 and 
soon afterwards Hobbes was permitted by Crom¬ 
well to return to England. For Hobbes, while con¬ 
ceding popular representation used the Social 
Contract theory to demonstrate the necessity of 
an absolute sovereign - by consent, not by Divine 
Right. So his doctrine was one which could be 
used to justify any de facto government, provided 
that it governed - first of all that of Cromwell and 
later that of Charles II. 

After his return to England Hobbes soon became 
involved in a dispute with Bishop Bramhall on the 
subject of free will. His Questions Concerning 
Liberty, Necessity, and Chance was the result (1656). 
Hobbes was then led into a most humiliating con¬ 
troversy; for in chapter 20 of De Corpore, which he 
published in T655, he had inserted an attempt to 
square the circle. Tins was seized on byjohn Wallis, 
professor of geometry at Oxford, and Seth Ward, 
the professor of astronomy, both of them Puritans 
and foundation members of the Royal Society. 
They were irritated by Hobbes* criticisms of the 
universities and ruthlessly exposed his mathematical 
ineptitude. The wrangle lasted for about twenty 
years. 

Hobbes* energy, however, which was remark¬ 
able for one so advanced in years (he played tcmiis 
up till the age of seventy), was not completely 
absorbed in this abortive controversy. In 1657 he 
published the .second part of his trilogy, the De 
Homine. After the Restoration Hobbes was received 
at Court, where his wit was appreciated. But at the 
time of the Plague and Great Fire some reason was 
sought for God’s displeasure, and a bill being 
brought before Parliament for the suppression of 
atheism, a committee was set up to look into 
Leviathan. The matter was however dropped, prob¬ 
ably through the intervention of the King; but 
Hobbes was forbidden to publish his opinions. He 
turned to history and in 1668 completed his Be/ie- 
moth - a history of the Civil War, interpreted in 
the light of his opinions about man and society. It 
was published posthumously in 1682. He was also 
sent Bacon’s Elements of Common Law by his friend 
John Aubrey and, at the age of seventy-six pro¬ 
duced his Dialogues between a Philosopher and a 
Student of the Common Laws of England. (Published 
posthumously in 1681). At eighty-four he wrote 
his own autobiography in Latin verse and at eighty- 
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six published a translation of the Iliad and Odyssey 
for want of something better to do. He died at the 
age of ninety-one. 

CONTRIBUTION TO PHILOSOPHY 

(i) Philosophical method. Hobbes, like his contem¬ 
poraries Bacon and Descartes, believed that meth¬ 
od was the key to the attainment of knowledge. 
Man*s natural reason was in decay for want of a 
proper method and clouded over and corrupted by 
the vaporous doctrines of the Schools, who, true 
to their Aristotelian tradition, spoke of “essences**, 
“spirits**, and other such superstitious nonsense 
which strengthened the hold of the Catholic Church 
and encouraged sedition. 

Hobbes, therefore, saw philosophy not simply 
as an aid to clear thinking but as a necessary prelim¬ 
inary to rational government and the avoidance of 
civil war - the worst of all evils from which cometh 
**slaughtcr, solitude, and the want of all things.** 
But he understood philosophy in a very wide sense 
“ ... such knowledge of effects or appearances as 
we acquire by true ratiocination from the know¬ 
ledge we have first of their causes or generation. 
And again, of such causes or generations as may be 
from knowing fint their effects.** He had in mind 
the method of geometry and the resoluto-com- 
positivc method of Galileo by means of which 
phenomena were analysed into their simplest com¬ 
ponents and rationally reconstructed in an intel¬ 
ligible pattern. And, like all his rationalist contem¬ 
poraries, he believed that the reality beneath the 
deceptive appeareances of sense was geometrical in 
character. So the use of reason in philosophy, which 
Hobbes regarded literally as a kind of adding or 
subtracting “of the consequences of general names 
agreed upon for the marking and signifying of our 
thoughts** resulted, in his case, both in what is now 
called analytic philosophy, or the attempt to elu¬ 
cidate the meaning of concepts, and in what is called 
metaphysics - the generalisation of a set of con¬ 
cepts (in Hobbes's case mechanical ones) to fields 
which are not usually their proper home. This was 
meant to reveal the ground-plw of all that is. 

(2) The metaphysics of motion. Hobbes* analysis 
was, as a matter of fact, usually subservient to 
his vrider speculations. For his dream of a trilogy 
covering Body, Man, and Citizen coloured all his 
work. He conceived of the actions of men as 


particular cases of bodies in motion, explicable in 
terms of all-pcrvasivc mechanical laws. This was 
made plausible by the introduction of the concept 
of “endeavour** to postulate infinitely small motions 
of various sorts - especially those in the medium 
between man and external objects, in the sense- 
organs, and within the body. The phenomena of 
sense, imagination and dreams were regarded as 
appearances of minute bodies conforming to the 
law of inertia, and the phenomena of motivation 
were explained as reactions prompted by external 
and internal stimulation-a commonplace of mod¬ 
ern psychology. Hobbes became famous, however, 
(and notorious), for his suggestion that all human 
motivation is a particular case of one of two basic 
bodily movements ~ appetite, or movements 
towards objects, and aversion, or movements away 
from them. 

(3) Politics. In his political writings these basic 
responses appeared as the desire for power and the 
fear of death, which were the reality beneath all the 
appearances of political behaviour. He thought that 
a multitude of men became a commonwealth by 
the device of authority in which men gave up 
unhmited self-assertion against each other - their 
“rights of nature** - and authorised a man or a body 
of men to act on their behalf. This *‘social contract**, 
wliich was presupposed by sovereignty was a 
consequence of the overwhelming fear of death 
which haunted men in a state of nature. Hobbes 
also deduced from this “ideal experiment**, or 
Galilean resolution of civil society into its simplest 
components, that such a sovereign must be absolute, 
the sole reason for the institution of government 
being the safety of the people. 

(4) Ethics. This deductive scheme determined the 
general pattern of Hobbes* thinking about morals, 
law, and religion. But in all these spheres his 
analytical acumen suggested lines of thought that 
were of lasting value. In moral philosophy he held 
t^t the rules of civilized behaviour (then called 
“natural law*’ or “the laws of nature”) were 
deducible from rules of prudence which any 
reasonable man must accept who is afraid of death. 

Civilization, he contended, is based on fear, not 
on natural sociability. By ”good” we mean what 
is an object of desire, by “evil” what is an object of 
aversion. He believed, too, in determinism and 
made important contributions to the free will 
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controversy by maintaining that “free** is a term 
properly applied to man and to his actions, not to his 
will, which is but '‘the last appetite in delibera¬ 
ting*’. A man is free if there is no constraint on his 
actions; but his actions are necessitated, as they 
have causes, even though they may be free. For 
“contingent**, not “free** is the opposite of “neces¬ 
sitated**. Hobbes was also singularly clear-sighted 
on the subject of punishment. He held that punisli- 
ment is by its nature retributive; for this is part of 
the meaning of “punishment**. But its justification 
must be sought along utilitarian lines. 

(5) Law. In his theory of law Hobbes is famous 
for his view that law is the command of the 
sovereign. This was, historically speaking, a very 
important thesis in that it attempted to make clear 
the procedural difference between statute law 
(which was then in its infancy) and the Common 
Law. It also insisted on distinguishing the questions 
which are so apt to get confused: “What is the 
law?*’ and “Is the law just?** In many respects 
Hobbes anticipated the Austinian school of analytic 
lunsprudcnce of the nineteenth century. 

(6) Hobbes* views on religion were, to 
a large extent, directed to showing that there were 
general grounds as well as scriptural authority for 
the belief that the sovereign was the best interpreter 
of God’s will. Religion was a system of law, not a 
system of truth. To establish this Hobbes made 
some illuminating remarks on the distinction bet¬ 
ween knowledge and faith. He suggested that we 
could know nothing of the attributes of God. The 
adjectives which we used to describe him were 
expressions of our adoration, not products of rea¬ 
son. He was particularly vehement in defending 
what he called the “true religion’* against the twin 
threats of Catholicism, with its extra-mundane 
authority, and the Puritans w'ho took seriously the 
priesthood of all believers. In the course of this 
onslaught he dealt mercilessly, from the point of 
view of mechanical metaphysics, with the concepts 
of Scripture, such as “spirit**, “inspiration**, “mir¬ 
acles**, and “the kingdom of God,**. On the prob¬ 
lem of evil he pointed out very acutely that the 
only solution was to stress God*s power. Did not 
God reply to Job “Where wast thou when I laid 
the foundations of the earth?** 

(7) Philosophy of language. Many modern philo¬ 
sophers hold that Hob^s* outstanding contribution 
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to philosophy was his theory of speech. He tried 
to combine a mechanical view about the causes 
of speech with a nominalist account of the meaning 
of general terms. He was particularly vitriolic 
about the doctrine of essences adhered to by the 
Schools, and showed that this and many other 
of their more bizarre doctrines derived from 
muddling up the use of different types of terms. 
Names could be cither names of bodies, of pro¬ 
perties, or of names. If one of these classes of 
names was used as if it belonged to another class, 
an absurdity would be generated. “Universal**, 
for instance, was a name for a class of names, 
not for essences designated by names; such names 
are “universal’* because of their use, not because 
they refer to a special type of entity. Similarly 
redness (which is a property) is not in blood 
in the same way as blood (which is a body) is in a 
bloody cloth (which is another body). In this 
sphere Hobbes used crude distinctions; but he 
anticipated modern techniques of logical analysis 
by supplementing the demand for concreteness and 
clarity of speech by a theory of how absuiditics 
arc generated by insensitivity to the logical behav¬ 
iour of different classes of terms. But of much 
more general importance was his insistence that 
speech was essential to reasoning and that it was 
reasoning, in the sense of laying down definitions 
and drawing out the implications of general names, 
that distinguished men from animals. 

(8) Assessments of Hobbes. Though Hobbes has 
been criticized at almost every point of his scheme, 
different ages have tended to concentrate on dif¬ 
ferent aspects. Some major criticisms have been 
directed against a whole trend of thought rather 
than at Hobbes* particular expression of it. Ex¬ 
amples of such major criticisms would be that 
directed against the general failure of rationalists 
to distinguish geometry from empirical science, 
the former dealing only with relations between 
ideas which may have no application to pheno¬ 
mena; another would be the exposure of the 
fallacy in ethics whereby a transition is made from 
statements of fact (for example, about human na¬ 
ture) to rules laying down what ought to be done. 
Hume was the first to make a systematic attack 
on the rationalistic and naturalistic trends in 
Hobbes* thought. A similar general criticism would 
be that directed against mechanical theories of 
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man which confuse the reasons for actions with 
their causes and give descriptions of human actions 
in logically inappropriate terms. 

Hobbes' particular version of these various 
trends of thought has, however, awakened a sur¬ 
prising variety of different reactions in different ages. 
His contemporaries were alarmed at his denial of 
any sort of extra-human authority, at his thorough¬ 
going doctrine of human selfislmess, and at his 
suggestion that we can know none of God's 
attributes. Spinoza, who owed a lot to Hobbes, 
purgedhis political doctrines of their inconsistencies 
and converted political philosophy into a theory 
of power. Locke criticized Hobbes mainly for 
his doctrine of human selfislmess and for his will¬ 
ingness to substitute the terror of an arbitrary 
sovereign for that of a state of nature. Leibniz was 
full of admiration for Hobbes - especially for his 
nominalism - but aghast at his determinism and 
agnosticism about God’s attributes. During the 
eighteenth century criticism was focussed on 
Hobbes* account of the passions - especially his 
attempt to show that benevolence is a special case 
of self-love. The Utilitarians regarded Hobbes as 
their intellectual ancestor and were impressed by 
his individualism, his mechanical psychology, his 
nominalism, and his theory of law and punish¬ 
ment. And Marx viewed Hobbes as a pioneer of 
materialism and approved of his determination to 
use knowledge for practical purposes rather than 
merely to understand. Modern philosophers have 
tended to criticize Hobbes for his naturalism in 
ethics and for his mechanical account of man. They 
have, however, dwelt on the startling similarity 
between Hobbes* account of i state of nature and 
international affairs. They have praised Hobbes for 
his interest in language, for his analytic techniques, 
and for his clarity in handling political concepts. 
And even if they disagree with most of the deuils 
of his scheme, they accord Hobbes the doubtful 
honour of being the father of modern psychology 
and one of the first systematic social scientists. 

(R.S.P.) 

Hocking, William Ernest (1873-1966), bom at 
Cleveland, Ohio. He was a disciple of Josiah 
Royce; and, in a period during which most 
professional philosophers in America abandoned 
the kind of philosophical idealism advocated by 
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Royce, Hocking defended it with an eloquence 
which made him a significant factor in American 
intellectual history. His influence was especially 
strong in religious and theological circles. His 
most important books were The Meaning of God 
in Human Experience (1912), and Human Nature 
and Its Remaking (1923). 

He was a professional philosopher who devoted 
much energy, and exerted considerable influence, 
outside of academic circles. His Rethinking Missions 
(1932) is perhaps the best example of this; but he 
also published extensively on such problems as 
freedom of the press, morale in wartime, and 
international political affairs. (j.w.s.) 

Hook, Sidney (1902-), born in New York. “Nat¬ 
uralism” is the most appropriate label for 1 look’s 
position. He has written extensively on the philo¬ 
sophy of Karl Marx (Towards the Understanding of 
Karl Marx, 1933; I'hc Meaning of Marx, 1934, with 
others; Christianity and Marxism, 1934; From Hegel 
to Marx, 1936). He was an advocate ot Marxism 
as he understood it; but with the passage of time 
he decided that what he approved therein was 
certainly not what the usual “Marxists” advocated 
(Marx and the Marxists, the Ambiguous Legacy, 1955). 

1 Ic was profoundly iniiucnced by the plulosophy 
of John Dewey, but it would be a mistake to 
consider him an orthodox Pragmatist. See, for 
example, The Metaphysics of Pragmatism, 1927. 

He has been active in expressing himself on 
practical issues in American life. See, for example. 
Heresy, Yes, Conspiracy, No, 1953, Education for 
Modern Man, 1946, and Common Sense and the Pifth 
Amendment, 1957. One of his better known works 
is Reason, Social Myths and Democracy, 1940. 

(j.w.s.) 

Hume, David (1711-1776), was born in Scotland. 
He was not what we should now call a professional 
philosopher. He never held any academic post, 
though he once (1745) stood unsuccessfully for the 
Chair of “Ethics and Pneumatic Philosophy” at the 
Umversity of Edinburgh. He was a man of letters, 
a man of society, and to a lesser extent a man of 
affairs. His ruling passion, he himself tells us, was a 
love of literary fame, and this he achieved in his 
lifetime mainly by his essays on moral, political, 
and economic subjects, and by his historical works. 
The only post of any importance which he held 
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was that of secretary to the British Embassy in 
Paris (1763-1769), where he was for a short time 
Charge d'Affaires, and where he cut a considerable 
figure in French society. Though never by his own 
profession an atheist, and not without friends 
among moderate churchmen, he was certainly a 
sceptic and an opponent of all established religions, 
and enjoyed notoriety as an “Infidel”. He was 
popular with women and distinctly susceptible 
to their charms, but he never married. His char¬ 
acter was lovable, mild, sociable, unsuspicious and 
virtuous. These qualities earned him a curious 
kind of lay canonization in his later years, when 
his newly built house in a yet unnamed street off 
St Andrew Square, Edinburgh, was labelled by his 
friend Miss Nancy Orde “St David Street”, and 
this became the recognised name of the street. 

But it is as a philosopher that Hume has re¬ 
mained famous, and this fame was not won with¬ 
out the exercise of the sterner virtues. His first 
philosophical work, A Treatise of Human Nature 
was completed by 1737, when he was twenty-six 
years of age. It was the product of ten years of 
unremitting and exhausting intellectual effort, 
“projected”, he tells us, before he left college, prob¬ 
ably 1726, planned before he was twenty-one and 
composed before he was twenty-five, i.e. 1736. 
His letters tell us of his alternating moods < op¬ 
timism and despair, sickness and recovery, during 
this period. 

The aim of the Treatise was ambitious ; to rem¬ 
edy the defects of all previous philosopliies, which 
seemed to Hume to be founded on uncertain 
hypotheses and “depend more upon invention than 
experience”, by establishing the foundations of a 
genuinely empirical science of human nature. The 
first step was to investigate the understanding and 
the passions, on which all human judgments and 
actions depend, including scientific discoveries as 
well as moral convictions, political institutions, 
art, literature and trade. “There is no question of 
importance, whose decision is not comprised in 
the science of man” {Treatise, Introduction). 

The Treatise, divided into three books, “Of the 
Understanding”, “Of the Passions” and “Of 
Morals”, was intended to lay the foundations of 
the science of man. 

The mind, Hume said, consists of nothing but 
perceptions, and these are of two kinds, impres¬ 


sions and ideas. Roughly speaking, impressions are 
what we call sensations, feelings, emotioas. Ideas 
are what we call thoughts. The former are forceful 
and vivacious, the latter are nothing but fainter 
copies of tlic former, and Hume docs in fact some¬ 
times speak of them as “images”. 

Impressions arc of two kinds, primary impres¬ 
sions of sense, which arise iri the soul “from un¬ 
known causes”, and secondary impressions of re¬ 
flection, which arise as the result of our ideas. 
Aversion, for instance, is caused by the idea of 
pain, itself a copy of the primary impression of 
pain. 

Ideas are of two kinds, simple and complex. The 
simple ideas are copies of simple impressions and 
always resemble and are derived from impressions 
we have actually had. Complex ideas arc combina¬ 
tions of simple ideas and need not mirror any actual 
combination of impressions (if they do, and do so 
vividly, they are memories). 7 ‘hus we are able to 
think of dragons and other things which we have 
never perceived. We never have a simple idea 
which is not derived from a corresponding imp; cs- 
sion; and all our complex ideas are constructed out 
of simpler ideas derived from impressions. 1 his, 
Hume says, is the same as to say we have no 
“Innate Ideas”; all our ideas arc derived from 
experience. The objects of our thoughts are con¬ 
fined to such as wc have experienced, or conceiv¬ 
ably might experience, by the senses or inner 
feeling. 

All these propositions, Hume thinks, are evident 
from experience, known from observation of our 
own minds. Empiricism is an empirical fact. 

Though the fancy may join ideas as it pleases, it 
tends usually to join those whose corresponding 
impressions have been either alike, contiguous in 
time or place, or related as cause and effect. Hume 
attached the very greatest importance to these 
principles of association. “Here is a kind of attrac¬ 
tion, which in the mental world will be found to 
have as extraordinary effects as in the natural, and 
show itself in as many and as various forms.” 
{Treatise, I, 1, iv). “These arc the only ties of our 
thoughts, they arc really to us the cement of the 
universe.” {Abstract, p. 32). 

The meaning of a wori according to Hume, is 
the range of ideas associated with one another by 
resemblance, w ith which the word is associated by 
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contiguity; in plain English, all objects sufficiently 
like those in whose presence we have heard the 
word used. Understanding a word is the activation 
of these associations. 

Space and Time present difficulties. They arc 
neither impressions nor associated groups of im¬ 
pressions. Each is a “manner** in which impressions 
appear to us, and which is mirrored in the manner 
of appearance of the resulting ideas. Time is the 
“manner** in which all perceptions occur, i.e. suc¬ 
cessively or simultaneously. Space is the manner in 
which coloured and tangible points are disposed, 
i.e. alongside one another. Since size and duration 
arc defined in terms of the manner in which unitary 
perceptions are disposed, these latter cannot them¬ 
selves have size or duration, and are consequently 
simple and indivisible. Since no ideas arc infinitely 
divisible, we have no idea of infinite divisibility, 
and it is therefore inconceivable, whatever the 
mathematicians may say. 

Hume then discusses the use we make of ideas 
in reasoning. {Treatise^ Book I, Part III). 

Reasoning, according to Hume, consists in the 
discovery of relations. These may be either “rela¬ 
tions of ideas**, which yield demonstrative reason¬ 
ing, showing what is conceivable and what is in¬ 
conceivable (i.e. absurd or self-contradictory), or 
relations in which objects happen as a matter of 
fact to stand one to another. That three is half six, 
and the internal angles of a triangle equal to two 
right angles, are relations of ideas, so depending 
on the nature of the ideas related, that the latter 
cannot be conceived as otherwise related. That 
mercury is heavier than lead, that Caesar was mur¬ 
dered in the Forum, that the number of the planets 
is nine, are matters of fact, which could conceiv¬ 
ably have been otherwise. A matter of fact, since 
the opposite of it is conceivable without absurdity 
or contradiction, cannot be demonstrated. Its truth 
or falsehood can only be learned from experience. 
The only important field of demonstrative reason¬ 
ing, Hume said, was mathematics. Consequently 
any books, such as most works on Metaphysics 
and Theology, that contain neither mathematical 
demonstrations nor empirical reasoning concerning 
matters of fact, can contain “nothing but sophistry 
and illusion**, and should be “committed to the 
flames**. 

Though matters of fact cannot be demonstrated. 


they can be inferred with probability, and the 
complctcst probable evidence Hume is willing to 
call a “proof**. The relation on which such infer¬ 
ences depend is always that of cause and effect. 
There is no other relation, according to Hume, 
which enables us to infer the existence of an object 
which we have not observed from the existence of 
one which we have. This relationship is therefore 
of “prodigious consequence**, and the account 
Hume gives of it is the most notable and funda¬ 
mental feature of his philosophy. 

Hume insists that neither the proposition that 
everything has a cause, nor any proposition assign¬ 
ing a particular cause to a particular occurrence is 
demonstrable. A priori, it is perfectly conceivable 
that some events should be fortuitous, and that 
anything should cause anytliing. Nothing but ex¬ 
perience teaches us of the orderliness of nature, and 
what in particular causes what. 

But how docs experience teach us that one thing 
A is the cause of another thing B ? The cause, we 
all suppose, immediately precedes the effect and is 
contiguous to it in space. These features wc can 
verify by our impressions of sense. But there is a 
third feature which we cannot so verify. The effect 
necessarily follows the cause. It is this necessary 
connexion that enables us to infer the one from the 
other. And it is not a loj^ical connexion, demon¬ 
strable or self-evident like the proportions of 
numbers. What is it then? 

Hume's answer is as foliow’s. The necessary 
connexion wc seek is the foundation of the infer¬ 
ence from cause to effect. Let us then see what is in 
common life the foundation of the inference; if we 
can find it, that must be the necessary coimcxion. 
It is not far to seek. If, for instance, flame has always 
been attended by heat, and has never occurred 
without it, then when we sec a flame we infer the 
presence of heat, and “without further ceremony 
wc call the one cause and the other effect.’* The 
necessary connexion wc refer to when we say 
flame causes heat, consists in nothing but the fact 
that heat has regularly followed flame in the past, 
and that we cannot help expecting it to do so 
again. The “must** of causal necessity expresses our 
readiness to infer, and this readiness is due to 
experienced regularity. 

This account of causal inference Hume sub¬ 
sumed under the genet al principle of association 
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ot* ideas. Seeing the flame is an impression, asso¬ 
ciated by resemblance with the ideas of flames 
seen in the past, each of which is associated by 
contiguity with the idea of heat. So the impression 
of flame readily evokes tlie idea of heat. The vivac¬ 
ity of the impression transfers itself in part to the 
associated idea, and the frequent repetition of the 
transition from impression to associated idea gives 
it a customary facility, a kind of felt una voidability. 
These two features, the vivacity of the idea, and 
the steadying click of custom, make it what we 
call a belief. Where the regularity in past cases is 
unbroken, and the custom consequently full and 
perfect, we have certainty and empirical proof 
Where either the regularity or the resemblance of 
the present ease to the past cases is imperfect, the 
inference is uncertain, and we speak of probability 

So far Hume has attempted to present a con¬ 
structive theory of knowledge, sceptical only in so 
far as it undermines the pretensions of Metaphys¬ 
icians and Theologians to demonstrate matters of 
fact a priori (e.g. the existence of God, or how the 
world began), and the pretensions of natural sci¬ 
entists to prove exact and final truths, or provide 
rational explanations a posteriori. It opens die way 
for a tenutive and descriptive science of man, in 
every way as respecublc as the physical sciences. 

But in Treatise Book I, Part IV, where i lumc 
discusses the fallibility of both reason and the 
senses, and the nature of the mind, he reaches 
conclusions so sceptical, that no science could pos¬ 
sibly be founded on them. 

Hume’s argument against the efficacy of reason 
is designed to support his preceding contention 
that belief is a psychological sute due to instinct 
and habituation, not the completion of a logical 
exercise. If the exercise of reasoning were ever 
carried to its logical conclusion it would destroy 
all assurance of anything. Belief therefore, since it 
undoubtedly occurs, is due to something else; it is 
natural, not logical. The sceptic’s arguments fail to 
carry conviction because they are “remote and 
strained”, carrying us far beyond die experiences 
of common life, not because they are invalid. 

But now the baby of science has been thrown out 
with the bath water of metaphysics, as Hume re¬ 
alizes in his last despairing chapter of Treatise Book 
I. “Shall we then esublish it for a general maxim 
that no refined or elaborate reasoning is ever to be 
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received? By this means you cut oif all science 
and philosophy.” 

Hume need not have despaired. His arguments 
for the self-dcstructivencss of reason are fallacious. 
We make, say, a calculation according to sure 
mathematical principles. But we may have made 
a mistake. Our conclusion has then only that de¬ 
gree of probability which is the probability of our 
not having made a mistake. But in estimating this 
probability we may again have made a mistake 
and the probability of our original conclusion 
sinks to the probability of our not having made 
this second mistake. And so on ad itifinitum. This 
process would, according to Hume, ultimately 
reduce the probability to zero. The answer is that 
there is no reason why these probabihties should 
decrease. The probabihty of a firm’s profits for the 
year being what the accounts show is equal to the 
probabihty of there being no error m the books. 
But the probability of the auditors being right in 
thinking that there is no error may well be greater 
than the original probability of the accounts being 
correct. 

Hume’s account of sense-perception is equally 
unsatisfactory. All the perceptions of the mmd arc 
impressions or ideas. How do these give rise to 
knowledge of physical objects ? The impressions of 
sense arc interrupted, and part of, and dependent 
on ourselves. Physical objects arc relatively per¬ 
manent, distinct from, and independent of us. They 
arc not therefore known by sense alone. Nor can 
they be inferred by an argument from effect to 
cause. For to know that a given sensation is due to 
a certain material thing, we must have been able to 
observe the two separately and notice the constant 
conjunction between them. And how we can ob¬ 
serve the material thing as something distinct from 
the sensation is precisely the question at issue. 

Neither sense nor reason then produces our be¬ 
lief in material things. Hume concludes it must 
arise from the imagination. By certain weird “pro¬ 
pensities” of the imagination, quite difl'erent from 
the orthodox principles of association of ideas, we 
are impelled to construct a picture of a relatively 
permanent and regular world in which the gaps in 
those interrupted series of impressions we call 
mountains and fires are filled with fictitious un- 
pcrccived impressions. This “world” provides the 
material for the causal investigations of natural 
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science, which soon convince us that impressions 
and their sensible qualities, such as colour and 
warmth, arc wholly dependent on our perception 
of them and cannot have an independent existence. 
Science consequently bids us accept an unimagin¬ 
able world of atoms with no qualities at all, and 
sense and imagination bid us accept a world which 
is scientifically impossible. “Carelessness and in¬ 
attention** are the only remedies for this, as for all 
other sceptical quandaries. 

Hume’s account of the mind is similar. There is 
nothing discoverable but impressions and ideas. 
These arc just so many distinct occurrences, like 
the successive pictures in a cinema display. But 
there is no screen and no audience. The perceptions 
stand in relations of succession, similarity and causa¬ 
tion. There is no other real bond between them. 
The self is a mere figment, an imaginary string on 
which the beads are strung. “I am nothing but a 
bundle of perceptions.” But who or what imagines 
the string ? How is the scries conscious of its own 
serial existence ? Hume cannot answer, “pleads the 
privilege of a sceptic” and says the question is too 
hard for him {Treatise, appendix). 

The absurdities of Hume’s accounts of sensory 
perception and of the mind arise from the starting 
point of his philosophy - the doctrine of impres¬ 
sions and ideas. These, supposed by Hume to be 
the tmdeniable elements of which experience is 
composed, are in fact but the ghostly fragments of 
a metaphysical ghost exploded by Hume himself. 
That ghost was the “simple indivisible incorporeal 
substance”, conscious only of its own ideas, and 
performing on them sundry ghostly acts, percep¬ 
tion, volition, judgment, doubting, etc., which 
Descartes had foisted on philosophers as the hu¬ 
man mind. Hume rejected the ghostly substance 
and its ghostly acts {Treatise I, IV. 5), but retained 
the “ideas”, or “perceptions” as he preferred to call 
them, and attempted to reconstruct the world of 
common sense out of their spontaneous antics. He- 
appears to succeed in his account of causality by 
the simple trick of substituting the word “object” 
for the word “impression”, w|;iercver the latter 
would yield nonsense. 

Experience, we may admit, provides us with all 
the content of our thoughts and all the evidence 
for our beliefs. But experience does not consist of 
sensations and images succeeding and mimicking 


one another in the void. It consists of desh-and- 
blood human beings learning to perceive, remem¬ 
ber, understand, to manage one another and their 
material environment, and to take some notice of 
their sensations and emotions and make use of the 
power of seeing things in “the mind's eye”. These 
processes are difficult enough to understand, both 
from the philosophical and the psychological stand¬ 
point; but we must start by taking them as we 
find them, and not by assuming that we find noth¬ 
ing but coloured points disposed in a certain man¬ 
ner and dancing to an accompaniment of sounds, 
smell, tastes and sentiments. Such an assumption 
can lead only to scepticism. 

Fortunately for Hume’s fame, the main conten¬ 
tions of Treatise Book I, Part III, arc independent 
of the doctrine of impressions and ideas. The dis¬ 
tinction between relations of ideas and matters of 
fact, the undemonstrability of causal connexions, 
the inductive character of all factual reasoning, and 
the analysis of natural necessity in terms of our 
disposition to expect what we have learned from 
past experience to expect, all these stand on their 
own feet and still seem to contain important truths. 

Hume’s contribution to Moral Philosophy is 
closely parallel to his contribution to the Theory 
of Know ledge. As he distinguished matters of fact 
from relations of ideas, so he now distinguishes 
ethical judgments from both of them. An ethical 
judgment states neither that something could not 
conceivably be otherwise, nor that something is as 
a matter of fact the case. And just as matters of fact 
cannot be inferred from relations of ideas, so ethical 
statements cannot be inferred from either. Just as 
the discovery of matters of fact depend on relations 
of necessary connexion, which seem to be objec¬ 
tive, but arc really dispositions of the mind, so 
ethical judgments depend on rightness and wrong¬ 
ness, goodness and badness, which seem to be ob¬ 
jective qualities of persons and acts, but are really 
the approvals and disapprovals of the judger’s mind. 
Just as our dispositions to expect depend on our 
experience of regular conjunctions, so our approv¬ 
als and disapprovals depend on our past experience 
of pleasant and unpleasant consequences. Just as the 
task of the natural scientist is to regulate our ex¬ 
pectations by the most general and well substan¬ 
tiated regularities, so the task of the moralist is to 
regulate our approvals and disapprovals by the 
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most genera] and well substantiated tendencies of' 
actions and character, to promote human happmess. 
Just as the task of the epistemologist is to describe 
the psychological mechanisms of belief, so the task 
of the moral philosopher is to describe the psy¬ 
chological mechanisms of approval and disapprov¬ 
al. And the psychological mechanisms which Hume 
describes arc equally fantastic in either field, and 
equally irrelevant to his main contentions. 

The main psychological principle wliich Hume 
seeks to apply in all his descriptions both of human 
behaviour and human approval and disapproval, is 
hedonism. Nothing but pleasure and pain in¬ 
fluence voluntary action. I’he influence may be 
direct, as when I let go of a hot plate because it 
hurts my hand, or indirect, as when the fear of 
pain prevents me from touching a plate I believe to 
be hot. And this occurs because fear is a ‘‘disagree¬ 
able** (i.e. painful) sentiment. If heat were not pain¬ 
ful, the belief that the plate is hot could not affect 
my actions. Reason by itself cannot influence con¬ 
duct. It only does so “obliquely** either by discov¬ 
ering the means to gratify some “passion** (i.e. 
pleasant or unpleasant secondary impressions), or 
by discovering the existence of some object which 
arouses such a passion. 

Hume is thus provided with two arguments 
against the widely held view that reason ai» >nc dis¬ 
tinguishes moral good and evil. I'hc first is that 
reason alone cannot influence conduct, but moral 
judgments sometimes do. This argument is based 
on his psychological theory. The second argument 
is that reason is the discovery of truth and false¬ 
hood, which belong only to statements about mat¬ 
ters of fact and statements about relations of ideas. 
Since moral judgments arc different from cither of 
these, and cannot be deduced from them, reason 
cannot decide moral questions. This second argu¬ 
ment is independent of Humc*s psychological 
theories, and based on what is widely regarded as 
Humc*s major contribution to Ethics, the con¬ 
tention that there is no logical argument from 
“is** to “ought**, from description to evaluation. 

The obligations of justice, i.e. keeping promises, 
respecting property, and allegiance to the sute, 
present difficulties to Hume. For it is certain that 
the individual acts they require do not always in¬ 
crease the happiness of the agent, or even that of 
ail concerned. Hume’s answer is that these obliga¬ 


tions rest on artificial conventions, without which 
society could not hold together, and which could 
not perform their function if each man supported 
them or not as it suited himself in the particular 
circumstances. Our sympathetic concern for the 
long-term happiness of our fellows creates a moral 
obligation to be just (which is not of much effect 
by itself), and our concern for our own and our 
friends* happiness leads us to set up a system of laws 
and penalties, which create a natural obligation to 
be just And by “obligation” Hume means only a 
sort of motive. 

This account enables Hume to argue forcibly 
against the Social Contract theory of political 
obligation, and to make a valuable suggestion 
about the nature of promises. Since contracts (i.e. 
exchanges of promise.s) and governments are both 
only useful artifices, and owe their obligatory 
power solely to their utility, it is pointless to try 
and base one upon the other, quite apart from the 
fact that the social contract is in fact a myth. Prom¬ 
ising is neither uttering a verbal spell, nor perform¬ 
ing a mental act by which ^ metaphysical entity 
called an “obligation** is created out of the void. It 
is simply operating the machinery of a convention, 
according to which, by geneijJ custom, if, after 
saying “1 promise to do it*’, I do not do it, I am 
not trusted again. We have here the germs of the 
important modern theory of the “performatory** 
use of language. 

It will be seen that the impartiality of genuine 
moral approval is for Hume founded on “sym¬ 
pathy**, which alone gives us a concern for the 
happiness of our fellows in general. Sympathy, he 
admits, is a pretty feeble motive, and moral prin¬ 
ciples control selfish passions mainly by means of 
the system of sanctions wliich self-interest leads us 
to set up. It may be asked then why virtue and Vice 
seem to us so very important, independently of the 
rewards and pimishmcnts they sometimes receive. 

Hume’s answer is interesting but not convinemg. 
If we approve and disapprove according to our 
personal interests and situation, our judgments will 
be variable and opposed to those of other people. 
Finding this inconvenient and looking for an in¬ 
variable and common coin, as it were, for valuing 
human beings, we find none so suiublc as sym¬ 
pathy, that mild preference we have for anybody*s 
happmess, other things being equal. So we ask of 
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any human characteristic or institution, is it in gen¬ 
eral likely to promote the long-run happiness of 
all whom it affects? The feelings of approval or 
disapproval which we experience through sym¬ 
pathy after asking this question arc that which it is 
the proper office of ethical terms to express. 

Conclusion. Hurne can hardly be said to have 
succeeded in laying the foundations of an empirical 
science of human nature. None of his important 
contentions arc based on field work or experiment, 
they rest not on discoveries of new facts, but on 
appeals to what we all already know. We have all 
learned how to distinguish causal connexions from 
coincidences, estimate likelihood, make and follow 
demonstrations, and make moral judgments on 
general and impartial considerations. No one in 
common life looks for empirical exceptions to 
mathematical truths, or attempts wholly to anti¬ 
cipate by abstract reasoning the verdict of expe- 
.•ence on questions of fact. It is perhaps not so clear 
that no one in common life approves what in¬ 
creases misery or disapproves what decreases it. 
But it can be said that many things have come to be 
recognized as certainly bad because of the misery 
they produce, and that no moral Judgment has ever 
been justified in any other way except by appeal to 
some moral principle which itself either lacks jus¬ 
tification or is controversial. 

Hume’s achievement is that he has shown us 
how at least to try to describe clearly how we do 
certain things which wc very well know how to 
do in familiar contexts, and so make it clear that in 
unfamiliar contexts we arc sometimes not really 
doing these things, though wc think wc arc. The 
metaphysician who pretends to reason concerning 
the origin of the universe or the immortality of the 
soul seems to be doing the same sortofthingasthc 
man who reasons about the origin of Stonehenge 
or the evaporation of water. He is not really doing 
so. In fact he is doing things we have all learned 
not to do in the familiar contexts. 

Since Hume, it has never been possible for any¬ 
one who understood him to do Metaphysics in the 
old way. Among the more important philosophers 
influenced by Hume were Jeremy Bentham and 
Immanuel Kant. Bentham, £r$t of the English 
utihtarian school, said that scales fell from his eyes 
when he read Hume. Kant confessed that Hume 
Erst woke him from his dogmatic slumber. Many 


of Kant’s important tenets, especially his accounts 
of Space and Time, causality and substance, nec¬ 
essary truths, personal identity and practical reason 
arc cither explicitly or implicitly answers to prob¬ 
lems raised by Hume. 

As to the science of human nature, though Hume 
made no contributions to it, he did make clear that 
reasoning and moral judging are describable activ¬ 
ities, just as much as walking and the behaviour of 
animals, and as such are equally open to scientific 
investigation. The pity is that, seeing as he did that 
man is a part of nature, he yet tried to subsume his 
philosophy under the principle of impressions and 
ideas, which belongs to a wholly opposite con¬ 
ception of man, and that his perverse love of scep¬ 
tical paradox made him revel in the absurdities that 
resulted, instead of honestly trying to solve them. 

(d.g.c.macn.) 

Husserl, Edmund, (1859-1938), German philo¬ 
sopher, founder of the movement known as Phe¬ 
nomenology. The main influence on Husserl’s 
thought was the intentional psychology of Bren- 
tano under whom he studied in Vienna in 1884-6. 
Husserl taught at Halle, and held philosophical 
chairs at Gottingen and Freiburg. His principal 
works are: The Philosophy of Arithmetic (1891) much 
criticized by Frege; Logical Investigations, (1900- 
1901, revised edition 1913-21) somewhat un- 
readably summarized in English by Farbcr: The 
Foundation of Phenomenology ); Ideas for a Pure Phe^- 
nomenology (Book I, General Introduction, 1913, 
English translation 1931; Books II and III post¬ 
humously published, 1952); Phenomenology of the 
inner Time-’Consciousness (190$-10, published 1928) ; 
Formal and Transcendental Logic (1929); Cartesian 
Meditations (1931); Experience and Judgment (1948). 

Husserl’s Phenomenology represents a vast ex¬ 
tension and transformation of Brentano’s “psy- 
chognosy”, which was an attempt to work out a 
logical geography of mental concepts as a nec¬ 
essary preliminary to any empirical psychology. 
Husserl accepts Brentano’s main thesis that states 
of mind are to be basically characterised in terms of 
“intcntionality” or directedness-to-objects, all states 
of mind being of objects (whether real or tmreal), 
and different states of mind being of their objects in 
varying manners. He also starts by building on 
Brenuno’s classification of menul states into Pres- 
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cntations, Judgments, and AfTcctivc-Dcsiderativc 
attitudes. But he carries thb psychognosy very 
much further, and develops it into such a ramify¬ 
ing tangle of fine distinctions, that it becomes an 
independent discipline rather than the mere pro¬ 
legomena to an empirical psychology. Husserl is, 
for example, deeply interested in the distinction 
between those conscious states in which something 
is merely “meant** and those in which it is con¬ 
cretely “present**, the latter being said to “fulfil** 
the former; he is interested in the distinction, ana¬ 
logous to Frege*s distinction between “sense** and 
“meaning**, between the object as such and the 
object as it is meant - the victor of Jena is in a sense 
different from the vanquished of Waterloo; he is 
interested in the way in which successive thoughts 
or intuitions are “synthetized** in the developing 
consciousness of the “same** object, he is interested 
in the way in which we pass from a problematic 
assertion to an assertion of probability, he is above 
all interested in the processes involved in the under¬ 
standing and meaningful use of words. 

Husserl also stresses, as Brentano docs not, that 
the sort of investigation he is pursuing is conceptual 
or “eidetic** rather than empirical, that he is trying 
to see what factors are involved in, and what pos¬ 
sibilities flow from, the mere notions of perceiving, 
believing, predication etc., rather than to find out 
what empirically obtains when we perceive, believe 
or predicate. A wholly imaginary instance may 
therefore be as decisive in a phenomenological 
investigation as one that is actual. Husserl further 
widens the scope of Brcntano*s psychognosy by 
making it include any and every object of a mental 
intention, not, however, in a naturalistic or regalis- 
tic, but in a “bracketed** or phenomenological form. 
We can, that is, discuss the ideal objects of math¬ 
ematics, sense-given natural objects or sociological 
groups, in so far as these latter are possible cogitata 
of mental references in which, to use Husserl's 
terminology, they arc “constituted**. As “consti¬ 
tuted** in consciousness, the choir of heaven and 
the furniture of earth enter into the subject-matter 
of Phenomenology. The name “phenomenology** 
in fact derives its significance from this “bracketed** 
treatment of anything whatever. For its use con¬ 
notes that we propose to study things as they appear 
in consciousness, and that, from the point of view 
of our study, we do not care whether what thus 


appears is ever more than an appearance. The things 
postulated by physics, theology or normative ethics 
remain phenomenologically interesting whether 
or not they arc metaphysically real. Husserl’s Phe¬ 
nomenology in its full development is in fact not 
unlike the philosophy of Slant, an affinity of which 
Husserl himself was fully conscious. Husserl, like 
Kant, wished to discover a priori principles gov¬ 
erning mind, phenomenal nature, law, society, 
ethics, religion etc., which should never go beyond 
what appears to consciousness, and which should 
derive their warrant from the nature of such con¬ 
scious appearances. 

In the actual carrying out of his phenomenolog¬ 
ical venture there are, however, some singularities. 
Great use is made of the terms “intuition”, “expe¬ 
rience**, “description** in contexts where the sub¬ 
ject-matter is notional, and where such terms can 
only be misleading. The notion of “acts’* is scru¬ 
pulously explained, but their description reads like 
an account of ghostly performances. In the Logical 
Investigations there is even said to be a “categorical 
intuition” of the meanings of the logical connec¬ 
tives “and” and “or”, and though this use* too, is 
innocuously defined, it leaves a legacy of mis¬ 
understanding. After 1907 Husserl also became ad¬ 
dicted to a quasi-Cartesian approach; the phenom¬ 
enological philosopher was represented as having 
to “put out of action” any sort of realistic convic¬ 
tion so that the “structures” of his own conscious¬ 
ness might become reflectively evident. Great use 
was made of the notion of an Epoche or trans¬ 
cendental suspension of belief: the abstraction 
necessary for a conceptual investigation became a 
mystical exercise for which the natural world 
dissolved, while phenomenological structures made 
their appearance. But Husserl, hke other saints, fell 
a victim to his ovm ecstasy: he was unable to come 
out of this transcendental suspension. The harmless 
“bracketing” of commonsense realities became the 
mcuphysical thesis that they can have none but an 
“intentional” existence in and for consciousness. 
Husserl docs not sec that wc cannot suspend a 
belief if the belief suspended is meaningless. After 
1907, therefore, Phenomenology passes over into 
a form of traditional German idealism. 

The works of Husserl form a slowfly declining 
scries: as the fruitful analyses diminish, the meta¬ 
physical generalities increase. The Logical Inves-' 
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tigations^ with its fine studies of Meaning, Intention^ 
ality and Knowledge, is undoubtedly one of the 
greatest of philosophical masterpieces: in the later 
works there is much, but not so much, to admire. 
But the influence of Husserrs thought increased as 
its philosophical importance declined: hence the 
strange drop from Phenomenology to Existen¬ 
tialism. (j-N-F-) 

Hutcheson, Francis (1694-1747), born in the north 
of Ireland. He ran a private academy for a time in 
Dublin, and occupied the Chair of Moral Philo¬ 
sophy at Glasgow from 1729 to his death. His 
biggest work, A System of Moral Philosophy, was 
published posthumously by his son. Hutcheson 
opposed himself to any 'Vationalist" and a priori ac¬ 
count of value-judgment in the manner of Clarke. 
To Hutcheson, the discernment of value was not 
an activity of reason but of certain “internal senses^ 
specially furnished by God for that purpose. The 
“moral sense”, for instance, inclines us by “strong 
affections” to seek the greatest happiness of the 
greatest number. Hutcheson’s doctrine looks back 
to Locke, with his distinction between the external 
and internal senses, and to Shaftesbury, whose 
somewhat untidy “moral sense” theory Hutcheson 
developed and systematized; and forward to Hume 
and the Benthamites. For it W’as through Hut¬ 
cheson that Hume learned that moral judgments 
cannot be ultimately justified by reason alone - a 
view he was to extend far beyond ethics into his 
general philosophy. And here too is the first clear 
statement of the utilitarian “greatest happiness” 
principle. Seen in the light of both Hume and the 
utilitarian group, however, Hutcheson’s philo¬ 
sophy-shored up by theology and proliferating in 
special ad hoc senses (sense of decency, of honour, 
of religion etc.) - shows up as a rather unwieldy 
and unstable structure. (u.w.h.) 

I 

Idealism, in its philosophical sense is quite distinct 
from “idealism” as ordinarily used, when it gen¬ 
erally refers to high moral aims. While the term 
has sometimes been employed by philosophers to 
cover all views according to w liich the basis of the 


Universe is ultimately spiritual, it has most com¬ 
monly stood (in opposition to realism) for a 
theory according to which physical objects can 
have no existence apart from a mind which is con¬ 
scious of them, thus not covering those who, while 
they believe in God, also ascribe a substantial exist¬ 
ence to matter as quite conceivable independently 
of being experienced, although ultimately created 
by God. 

Idealism in this narrower sense originated in the 
eighteenth century with Berkeley. He argued that 
the esse (existence) of physical objects was percipi 
(to be perceived) or that they w^ere only “ideas” 
(hence the term “idealism”), mainly on the ground 
that WT could not conceive as existing in abstrac¬ 
tion from our sense-experience any of the qualities 
we ascribe to them. I Je also used the negative argu¬ 
ment that we could not possibly know unexper¬ 
ienced physical objects. These tw'o arguments in 
some form arc common to most idealist thinkers. 
He then argued that ideas, being passive, cannot 
cause anything and in the absence of unconscious 
matter those w hich cannot be explained by human 
action must be due to the direct action of a non- 
human spirit, spirits being the only possible causal 
agents since they alone arc “active”, i.e. possess 
volition. The difliculty that phy.sical things seem to 
exist w'hen no man is perceiving them he met by 
saying that they exist in God’s mind, thus providing 
a new argument for God. 

Berkeley made practically no converts in his life¬ 
time, and the “idealist” school only began to gain 
ground with Kant. The latter however approached 
the subject in a very different way from Berkeley. 
He based his idealism on an argument, founded 
largely on his theory of knowledge, that every¬ 
thing spatial or temporal is only appearance. He 
contended that wc can account for our a priori 
knowledge of things only by supposing that our 
mind has imposed on them a structure to which 
they must conform. The human mind could not 
impose a structure on reality but only on appear¬ 
ances, so for this very reason he held our know¬ 
ledge to be limited to appearances. The latter only 
exist as objects of actual or possible experience and 
so must obey the conditions which our mind im¬ 
poses, since otherwise they could not appear to us. 
This was the reason, he thought, why wc arc able 
to apply categories such as substance and cause to 
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the physical world, but this very reason debars us 
from proceeding to metaphysics, as Berkeley did, 
and applying them beyond the realm of human 
experience. This, Kant insisted, docs not cast any 
doubt on science, on the contrary it is the only way 
of saving science from the sceptic. Science tells us 
the truth, but only the truth about appearances 
(phenomena). If we claimed that its function was 
to tell us the truth about reality, we should have to 
admit that it was wholly illusory. Kant consequent¬ 
ly called himself an “empirical realist** but a “trans¬ 
cendental idealist**. By this he meant approximate¬ 
ly what recent thinkers have expressed by saying 
that physical object propositions are true but have 
to be analysed in terms of our sense-data. He also 
argued that, if we hold that reality is in space and 
time, we are involved in certain self-contradictions 
(“antinomies*’). Wc have in that case to hold cither 
that the world in space and time is infinite or that 
it is finite, and either alternative he maintained 
leads to self-contradictory conclusions, so that the 
only solution is to say that reality is not in space or 
time at all. The physical world can still be said to 
be infinite in the potential sense that, however far 
we go, wc can always find new phenomena. Kant 
did not, like Berkeley, use idealism as the basis of 
an argument for God but repudiated all theoretical 
arguments for theism and maintained an ^ ,nostir 
view as to the nature of reality, which he expressed 
by saying we can have no knowledge of“things- 
m-themselves**. He did however think there was 
an ethical argument which could establish the ex¬ 
istence of God, not indeed with theoretical cer¬ 
tainty or clarity, but sufficiently to justify belief. 
He was convinced of the objectivity of the moral 
law and he argued that the moral law commanded 
us to strive for ideals which could only be realised 
if we were immortal and if the world was ordered 
in the interests of the moral law, which we could 
only conceive by thinking of it as created and 
governed by an omnipotent and perfectly good 
being. His denial of the reality of time led to the 
paradoxical consequence that our own real self is 
timeless and therefore unknowable, a conclusion 
which he, however, welcomed because it enabled 
him to solve the problem of freedom by saying 
that the real self is free, whereas our appearance self 
is completely determined by past appearances at 
least in the sense of being predictable from them, 
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thus reconciling freedom with universal causality, 
which he thought necessary for science. 

The chief idealists in the first half of the nine¬ 
teenth century, Fichte, Schclling and Hegel, were 
all Germans and all much mfluenced by Kant, but 
they completely transformed his philosophy. The 
first clement in Kant’s philosophy to be rejected 
was the concept of unknowable thing$-in-them- 
selves. It was argued that there could be no ground 
for asserting something quite unknowable and no 
meaning in doing so, and that Kant’s attempt to 
exclude metaphysics involved inconsistencies since 
he himself only excluded it by making meuphys- 
ical assumptions of liis own. Now, if wc reject 
things-in-thcmselves, we have left only minds and 
objects of experience, so we have what Kant called 
dogmatic idealism again. The resultant philosophy 
which gradually developed (“absolute idealism” or 
“absolutism”) held that reality can be known to be 
ultimately spiritual, but that spirit can only realise 
itself in relation to an objective material element 
and this is the reason for the existence of the latter. 
Object implies subject, but subject also implies 
object, though subject was viewed as ultimately 
prior. Reality as a whole was conceived not as de¬ 
pendent on a mind distinct from finite minds (God) 
but as itself a single all-embracing experience of 
which the finite minds are differentiations (the Ab¬ 
solute). Such a view stressed the unity and ra¬ 
tionality of the cosmos and even described it as 
perfect despite the evil in its parts, which was 
conceived as ari.sing from the fact that they were 
only parts. 

It is reasonable to class Hegel as an idealist, as is 
Usually done, but he is a very obscure writer, and 
it is disputable in precisely what sense he was one. 
He undoubtedly thought that matter was the mani¬ 
festation of spirit, but it is quite unclear what he 
supposed to be the status of unpcrccived physical 
objects (perhaps because he was not much inter* 
ested in this problem). His philosophy centred on a 
“dialectic” by which he sought to show that, start¬ 
ing with the most abstract and empty of all con¬ 
cepts, mere being, wc could pass by an a priori 
process of thought to the highest logical categories 
of the spiritual life. A leading characteristic of this 
mode of argument, wliich he also regarded as char¬ 
acteristic of the nature of reality itself, is that it 
proceeded in triads. An inadequate concept was 
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taken first, its inconsistencies led to its being re¬ 
placed by the opposite extreme, but the latter dis¬ 
played fundamentally the same defects, and the 
only cure was to combine the good points of the 
two in a third concept. This, though solving the 
previous problems and taking us a stage nearer the 
truth, displayed inconsistencies in its turn so that a 
new thesis and antithesis arose, the antinomy bet¬ 
ween which was solved by a new synthesis, and 
so on till we reached the fundamental category of 
the “absolute idea” and proved the whole of reality 
to be the expression of spirit. Such a process of 
thought Hegel worked out both in logic and the 
more concrete subjects of ethical and political 
thought. The dialectic was regarded not merely as 
an argument but as an account of the development 
of thought and civilization. Thus e.g. in politics 
men seek liberty at the expense of order, and order 
at the expense of liberty, but both when carried to 
the extreme turn into the same evil, the rule of the 
strongest regardless of others, and the story of 
political development is largely the story of the 
attempt to effect successive syntheses of the two 
which preserve more and more of what is of value 
in order and liberty. But unfortunately Hegel gave 
the impression that the final synthesis had already 
been achieved in the Prussian state of his day, so 
that his philosophy was used to bolster up stubborn 
conservatism, and still worse, the impression that 
the state is the representative of the Absolute on 
earth, and so can do no wTong. He was thus cited 
(probably unfairly) in favour of German impe¬ 
rialism. On the other hand the “Hegelian left” 
developed the almost equally one-sided doctrine 
of marxism, which however repudiated idealism 
altogether and made the ultimate reality of matter 
and the dependence on it of the human mind a 
fundamental part of its creed. Though passages can 
be cited in which Hegel denies that the universe is 
completely rational, his philosophy went very far 
in this direction. It may be doubted whether he 
believed in a personal God m any ordinary sense, 
but he called himself a Christian and attached to the 
Christian dogmas great importance as at least sym¬ 
bolic represenutions of the spiritual nature of real¬ 
ity. He however classed philosophy as superior to 
religion. 

Other very distinguished German idealists were 
Schopenhauer^ the pessimist, and Lotze. 


Idealism spread from Germany to Britain in the 
latter half of the nineteenth century and became 
dominant in Oxford and Scotland. Of the British 
school of idealists the following most deserve men¬ 
tion. T. H. Green (1836-1882), who exercised a 
great influence at Oxford, was specially concerned 
to bring idealism into connection with Christianity 
and with liberal political ideas. He used a more 
subtle form of Berkeley’s argument to show that 
physical objects cannot be conceived except as in 
relation to mind and therefore should be thought 
as dependent on a divine mind, but he discarded 
Berkeley’s empiricist tradition in theory of know- 
edge and insisted like Kant and Hegel on the place 
of thought in perception. His argument for 
God was based mainly on the view that relations 
imply mind and yet arc independent of human 
minds. 

F. H. Bradley (1846-1924), also of Oxford, in 
his leading work Appearance and Reality began with 
an attempt to show that all our ordinary concepts 
and especially the concept of relation are self- 
contradictory. This argument however led him 
not to scepticism but to the conclusion that we 
must suppose the existence of a perfect thought- 
transcending Absolute in which all these contradic¬ 
tions arc reconciled. Everything is conceived as 
“appearance” because as taken by itself it is self- 
contradictory, since it cannot be rendered intel¬ 
ligible except in relation to the Whole, but it still 
really exists as an element in the Whole. Bradley 
developed the coherence theory of truth, according 
to which the definition and criterion of truth are 
both to be found in coherence in a system. Truth 
is for him a matter of degree, all our judgments 
being both partly false since they are all corrigible 
in the light of a wider system and partly true since 
they all embrace some elements in the real. He did 
not mean to deny that in a limited system for or¬ 
dinary purposes judgments could be taken as ab¬ 
solutely true or false. A coherence theory is ex¬ 
pounded by B. Blanshard among contemporary 
Americans. 

J. M. E. McTaggart (1866-1925), who taught 
at Cambridge, developed a form of idealism ac¬ 
cording to which there is no supreme divine mind 
or Absolute but reality consists of a number of 
spirits united in a supersensuous harmony, of which 
spirits every human being is one. He claimed by an 
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elaborate argument, mainly a priori and not in any 
way dependent on the acceptance of religious au¬ 
thority or religious intuition, to have shown that 
matter, time and also almost all the unsatisfactory 
features of human experience arc only appearance, 
that there is nothing in reality but spirits loving 
each other, and that we are immorul and will 
eventually all cease to experience tilings in time and 
come to realise our timeless nature, this involving 
the enjoyment of a bliss greater than anything we 
can now conceive. Especially in the twenties of the 
present century, a great influence was exercised by 
the Italian idealists Croce (1866-1952) and Gentile 
(1875-1944)- Croce has probably been the most 
influential philosophical writer of the present cen¬ 
tury on aesthetics. 

It will be seen from the above that acceptance of 
the idealist case against independent matter still 
leaves room for a number of diflerent views. It may 
be combined with theism, as by Berkeley, or it 
may take the form of absolutism, or of some kind 
of pluralism. It may even be maintained that phy¬ 
sical objects are merely abstractions from human 
experience. Other idealists have taken the view that 
what we call inanimate matter is the appearance of 
very inferior minds, or at any rate psychic entities 
of some sort, if they arc too inferior to be called 
minds {pattpsychistn). This view has been si/ ported 
by the argument that the problem of the relation 
between the human body and mind can only be 
solved if wc regard our body (or brain) as the ap¬ 
pearance of our minds, w^hich naturally led to the 
theory that everything else physical also is the ap¬ 
pearance of something mental. 

While the idealist school still flourishes in some 
countries, it would be hard to-day to find British 
philosophers who would call themselves idealists. 
There are indeed many who reject the view that 
physical objects should be regarded as entities 
existing independently of experience except in the 
hypothetical sense in wliich this statement simply 
means that under suitable conditions they would 
appear in experience, and some trends in modern 
science are widely regarded as supporting this con¬ 
clusion, but it is not usual to-day to call such think¬ 
ers idealists because in other respects they arc usu¬ 
ally so different from traditional members of the 
school. In particular they usually found their con¬ 
clusion on an empiricist theory of knowledge and 


reject metaphysics. A term more commonly used 
of such thinkers is “phcnonienalist**. (a.c.e.) 

Ideas. The term “idea” has a double history in 
philosophy in English. In neither case has its philo¬ 
sophical use been at all closely related to the current 
employment of the word in ordinary speech. In the 
first place, the word “idea” is one of the accepted 
translations of the Greek idia, and hence occurs 
commonly in translations or discussions of Plato; 
examination of its use in this context belongs, how¬ 
ever, more properly to the study of Plato than to 
the present article. Secondly, the term “idea” was 
very extensively employed by Locke in the late 
seventeenth century, and it remained in current 
philosophical use for at least the ensuing hundred 
years. The expression “idee” had already been 
much employed by French writers, notably by 
Descartes and Malebranche, and Locke's use of 
“idea” no doubt derived from that source. 

The word was in fact the cause of a very great 
deal of unclarity and confusion in the philosophy 
of the eighteenth century. An early critic of chat 
pliilosophy, Thomas Reid, went so far as to sug¬ 
gest that all the major errors of Locke, Berkeley 
and Hume could be traced to this source - partic¬ 
ularly of Berkeley - and that, but for unclarity at 
this key point, some of their tenets could scarcely 
have been stated. This contention, though somc- 
wBat extreme, w us by no mean.': baseless. 

The root of the trouble was that the meaning of 
“idea”, throughout that period, was either made 
undesirably wide, or - more frequently - left highly 
indeterminate. Locke, in introducing the expres¬ 
sion, writes of it thus: “It being that term which, 
I think, serves best to stand for whatsoever is the 
object of the understanding when a man thinks, 
I have used it to express whatever is meant by 
phantasm, notion, species, or whatever it is which the 
mind can be employed about in tliinking.” This 
remark is conspicuously unclear. In actual fact 
Locke uses the word “idea” in at least four ways, 
i) He often uses it in the sense - itself not perspic¬ 
uous - of the modern expression “sense-datum”, 
to refer to the “immediate objects” of sense-expe- 
rience. 2) He uses it also, occasionally, in the sense 
of an image, notably in his discussions of imagina¬ 
tion and memory. 3) Concepts arc often spoken of 
by Locke as ideas; for instance, to have the “idea' 
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of whiteness is to know what “white*’ means, to 
have the concept of that colour. Alternatively, one 
might say that, for Locke, the term “idea” some¬ 
times designates the meaning of a word (4) Less clear¬ 
ly, Locke sometimes seems to mean by “ideas” what 
a man has in his mind when he thinks or understands 
(whatever that may be). 

Now the greatest danger in such an excessively 
liberal use of a single term is that it makes it pos¬ 
sible for the writer to discuss very different things 
in identical language, and hence constantly tempts 
him to forget how different they are. In the present 
case perhaps the most seriously harmful result was 
that, from Locke to Hume, no adequate distinc¬ 
tions were ever drawn between perceiving, thinking, 
understanding, imagining, and even believing. More 
accurately, there was a constant tendency to assim¬ 
ilate all the latter to perceiving, and thus to render 
malformed from the outset any attempted analysis 
of them. Hume, indeed, sought to improve the 
position to some extent by distinguishing ideas 
from “impressions” - the latter term being in¬ 
tended for separate reference to actual sense-data or 
sensations. Since, however, Hume now held ideas 
to be like impressions except for a lower degree of 
“force and vivacity”, his subsequent analyses of 
belief, imagination, and thinking in general still 
retained the inappropriate underlying model of 
perception. 

Berkeley’s case is somewhat different, however. 
He accepted the term “idea” as so familiar in philo¬ 
sophical writing that he offers no account of its 
meaning whatever ; he proceeds, with entirely un¬ 
justified confidence, as if it were already quite clear 
and well-understood. He employs the word from 
time to time in all of Locke’s diverse senses, and 
is apt to fall into the resultant misconstructions 
particularly of thinking and understanding. But 
more important in his own case is the additional 
undarity of one of these senses in particular, that, 
namely, listed as (i) above. Berkeley wished to 
combine the ontological thesis that there exist only 
“spirits” and “ideas”, that is percipi or percipere, 
(that to exist is to perceive or to be perceived) 
with the contention that this theory was really 
nothing more than an elucidation of common- 
sense beliefs. Though he wished to present a 
metaphysical doctrine, he wished also to maintain 
that it was already generally believed. I le appears 
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to succeed in this partly - as Reid contended — 
in virtue of his double, or at any rate fluid, use 
of the principle that we “perceive nothing but 
ideas”. For in view of the indeterminate mean¬ 
ing of “idea”, he is able at times to represent this 
principle afa truism - ideas just are “the things 
that we perceive”: but at other times he stresses 
that ideas are mental entities, that “they have not 
any existence without a mind”; and then combin¬ 
ing these, he can appear to have shown that the 
things that we perceive exist only “in a mind”. It 
would be unjust to the subtlety of Berkeley’s argu¬ 
ment to suggest that it rests wholly on so simple a 
manoeuvre. However, this concealed unclarity 
docs probably account for Berkeley’s strange con¬ 
viction that his startling doctrines were obviously 
correct, and were scarcely in need of supporting 
argument; and it is, perhaps, in his writings above 
all that the employment of the term “idea” calls 
for critical scrutiny. ((i.j.w.) 

Induction is one of the technical terms of logic; 
but it has not unfortunately a very clear meaning 
since it is used in at least two ways. In one way it is 
used to stand for any procedure which is not de¬ 
duction by which one attempts to justify the ac¬ 
ceptance of some conclusion. Thus the procedures 
of mathematics and pure logic are deductive, but 
the arguments of the scientist and the detective are 
inductive. But the term is also used, principally 
by Popper and those who agree with him, to 
stand for one particular view about how scientists 
and detectives do try to justify their conclusions, 
the view to be found in Bacon and J. S. Mill that 
the laws and theories of science arc arrived at by a 
special sort of argument in which the premises arc 
singular statements of observation and experiment; 
to this view is opposed the view that scientists 
arrive at their laws and theories by a process of 
testing hypotheses - but on the wider acceptation 
of the term this too would be a view as to the 
nature of induction. (j.o.u.) 

J 

James, William (1842-1910), psychologist, born 
in New York. It is usually said of James that he was 
an original, a prolific, and a highly sensitive thinker 
rather than a rigorously consistent one. There is 



some truth in this; but it must not be overworked. 
The development of James* thought passed 
through three major stages: the early stage of his 
work in psychology, the middle stage of his de¬ 
fence of pragmatism, and the late stage of his 
more esoteric papers on a version of realism known 
as “neutral monism”. We may agree that James 
was always more interested in the specific problems 
m which at any given time he was immersed, than 
he was in constructing a system which would dem¬ 
onstrate tliat all of his work would fit into a consis¬ 
tent pattern. But we must not overlook the fact 
that there is a very close affmity between his three 
“periods**. There is nothing random about them. 
Each may be looked upon as a logical outgrowth 
of its predecessor; and all three can be read as the 
products of a mind with a uniform temperament 
and a single philosophical intent. 

Few men were as influential as James in the 
transformation of psychology into a science. His 
two volume work on The Principles of Psychology 
remains a classic in the field, and is considered by 
many to be his major work. 

1 he key to James’ work in psychology is his 
method of approach - a method generally called 
“functionalism”. At the outset of the Principles 
James stipulates that “the pursuance of future ends 
and the choice of means for their attaimi cnt are 
thus the mark and criterion of the presence of 
mentality in a phenomenon.” (Vol. I, p. 8.) This in 
effect is James* working definition of “mind”; and 
his intent throughout is to base the transformation 
of psychology into a science upon rigorous empir¬ 
ical demands. Our conception of mentality must 
be rooted in careful and painstaking inspection of 
what mentality does - i.c. in the difference which 
its presence makes. Functionalism in psyche>logy is 
a version of the general demand that anything 
whatsoever be understood as being no more and no 
less than precisely that which makes the differences 
in cxpcncncc which its presence makes. 

James was at the same time a thoroughgoing 
introspcctionist. His chapters on The Stream of 
Thought and The Consciousness of Self are unexcelled 
in the literature of introspcctionist psychology, A 
rigorous empiricist effort to determine experimen¬ 
tally how mind functions in experience can only 
for him be done by looking inw^ard. Few things 
indeed make James the man more lovable than his 
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prodigious energy as an introspeciionist. One pic¬ 
tures him as straining to look inward as uncom¬ 
promisingly and as accurately as possible; and often 
the attempt to follow him can be positively ex¬ 
hausting. 

But paradoxically enough James the great in- 
trospectionist was to set in motion a tendency 
w'hich later culminated in Behaviorism and the 
revolt from introspection. It was not enough for 
James to reach by introspection his now classic 
conclusion that the essence of the mental life is 
experienced as a in which each succeeding 

moment grasps back upon and “owns*' its pre¬ 
decessor. He was driven to look still more and 
more closely until at last he came up with a start¬ 
ling conviction: 

“Whenever my introspective glance succeeds 
in turning around quickly enough to catch one 
of these manifestations of spontaneity in the act, 
all it can ever feel distinctly is some bodily pro¬ 
cess, for the most part taking place within the 
head.” (Vol. I. p. 300.) 

In later life, the essay with which James ushers in 
his final stage of neutral monism is entitled “Does 
Consciousness Exist?” His ansv^r is: no, not as a 
stuff . In so saying he remarks that the “I think** of 
traditional philosophy seems to him (so far as he 
can rigorously introspect) no different from the 
omnipresent but vaguely sensed “I breathe” of 
every normal waking moment of experience. 
1 here is surely very little difference between this 
remarkable claim and the purport of the passage 
just quoted. The denial that consciousness is in any 
sense a unique kind of “stuff” was latent from the 
beginmng in James* functional approach to psy¬ 
chology. 

The scope ofjanies’s work in experimental phys¬ 
iology as recorded in the Principles should also be 
mentioned. And perhaps his most famous thesis so 
far as subsequent developments in the science of 
psychology are concerned, is the thesis identified as 
the “James-Lange” theory of the emotions. The 
thesis IS that emotion is no more than the feeling of 
bodily state and hence must follow rather than 
precede bodily state. Crudely and inaccurately 
.stated • 1 do not strike a man by whom I am insulted 
because first 1 am angry; my anger is simply the 
feeling I experience as a result of being in the total 
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bodily state part of which is striking the man. The 
reader may find it obvious that this theory won 
fame (or infamy, as you choose) as a forerunner of 
the later excesses of Behaviorism. 

In philosophical circles James is most often identi¬ 
fied as the defender of Pragmatism as a theory of 
truth. He acknowledged C. S. Peirce as the source 
of his pragmatism; but it must be remarked that 
the word carries a very different meaning foi 
James than for Peirce. Peirce formulated his “prag¬ 
matic maxim** as one among several rules or prin¬ 
ciples governing intelligent inquiry. For him it w'as 
a rule for achieving clarity of ttieatiinq. It demanded 
of any concept or hypothesis that its meaning be 
expressed by careful specification of the “sensible 
difference** its being true would make. Peirce 
combined this demand with a strict correspondence 
view of truth and with a rock-bottom principle of 
fallibilism which refused to allow the identification 
of any clarified hypothesis with final truth. 

In James, many of Peirce’s rigorous distinctions 
arc lost, and the “pragmatic rule** assumes a far 
more over-arching status than the “pragmatic 
maxim*’ had for Peirce. James* view can be fairly 
expressed without too gross oversimplification in 
the following compact way: that if a concept lit¬ 
erally means no more nor less than what you do 
with It, then its truth must consist in no more nor 
less than a successful doing. With this claim Peirce 
would certainly not agree. 

It IS clear, however, that James’ pragmatism 
expands into a general philosophical principle the 
functional approach of his psychology. Ideas, like 
minds, arc to be treated in terms of their function. 
To judge of an idea that it is true is to claim that it 
successfully leads one through the labyrinth of 
experience. An idea is not a mystery but a tool; its 
essence lies in its predictive capacity. 

James alternatively labels his view “Pragmatism” 
and “Radical Empiricism”. The labels carry 
roughly the same meaning. According to James 
the errors of traditional empiricism were mainly 
two: first, that too much attention had been paid 
to the origins of our ideas out of past experience 
and not enough to their function as pointers to 
future experience; secondly, that concentration on 
the discrete elements of experience had generated 
inattention to the equally real relatedncss of those 
elements. For James the essence of pragmatism lay 


in its stress upon the relatedness of ideas as elements 
in experience to future experiences which fulfill 
their meaning. Thus pragmatism is the only gen¬ 
uinely radical empiricism. 

James, of course, did not completely transform 
the empiricist tradition. For all his demand that 
Hume’s “bricks’* of experience are not the entire 
picture, that the “mortar” which holds the bricks 
together is equally a part of experience, it remains 
the case that he accepts Hume’s bricks. Flis philo¬ 
sophy falls in the tradition of what is generally 
labelled “sense-datum analysis”. The later claim 
that sense-datum analysis is precisely not empirical 
description did not for a moment occur to him. 

A further peculiarity ofjamcs* pragmatic theory 
of knowledge involves his use of the word “con¬ 
cept”. According to many philosophers a concept 
can never be anything less than a complete proposi¬ 
tion. Not so for James. He discusses often and at 
length the distinction between concepts and per¬ 
cepts; and he repeatedly defines the mental life as 
a continuous “substitution of concepts for per¬ 
cepts”. But in the last analysis Janies always defines 
a concept as a percept functioninff in a certain way. 
This is wholly in accord with his functionalist bent. 
A concept for James is either a word (which is a 
percept) or an image (which is a percept) which 
functions m human experience in a predictive man¬ 
ner. Many have been confused by his examples of 
conceptual thinking (“my image of Memorial Hall 
as I sit in my study”), for his examples invariably 
involve the use of images. If James’ psychology 
rests upon suspicion of any difference of kind bet¬ 
ween minds and bodies, so his theory of knowl¬ 
edge rests upon suspicion of any diff erence of kind 
between percepts and concepts. 

James always claimed to be a “realist”. But he 
was not overly technical in his use of words, and by 
this he meant many things. He sometimes meant 
that he was “hard-headed”, sometimes that he was 
practical, sometimes that he was in tunc with com¬ 
mon sense. In later life, however, in a period often 
described as esoteric, he defended a technical ver¬ 
sion of realism in philosophy under the label 
“Neutral Monism”. 

In one way or another both of James* earlier 
stages presupposed realism even in the technical 
philosophical sense. Ihc psychology presupposed 
that neural reflex arcs, the pancreas and the fluids 
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of the spinal column arc what they are and lead a 
life of their own independently of human inves¬ 
tigation and human awareness of them. Similarly 
the whole of his pragmatist philosophy presupposed 
that “working” or “leading successfully to Aiturc 
experience” is something that ideas do or do not 
do whether we will or no. James* realism in later 
life is merely an attempt to make these continuous 
suppositions of the earlier periods explicit. 

At the same time, latent in his psychology is the 
refusal to distinguish mental and material “stuff**. 
If James as a realist was to commit himself to a 
“stuff” of the world which is independent of hu¬ 
man investigation, he could not remain consistent 
with the functionalism of the psychology and at 
the same time label it either “mental” or “mate¬ 
rial**. He therefore took the bull by the horns and 
called the stuff of the world “neutral*’. Minds must 
be this stuff organized in (me way; material objects 
the same stuff organized in a different way. This is 
the thesis of his late articles. 

Now, his theory of knowledge had, as we have 
said, accepted rather than rejected the *‘bricks” of 
Hume’s version of the analysis of experience; and 
James persisted in liis claims to radical empiricism. 
It IS therefore not surprising that his label for the 
“stuff” of which the world is composed is the 
label; “bits of pure experience”. Thus J^cnes the 
neutral monist is not inconsistent with James the 
perpetual proclaimcr of pluralism. His monism 
consists in the thesis that there is only one kind of 
stuff in the world and that it is neither mental nor 
material. His pluralism persists to the end m the 
claim that the actual stuff of the world is “bits of 
pure experience”. And indeed his claim that the 
differences between mind and matter consist in 
differences of organization is the final version of 
his insistence that the relations between experiences 
arc as important as the items related. 

There is no denying the fact that James* prolific 
and often piecemeal writings are not always con¬ 
sistent. But the degree of inconsistency must not 
blind one to the fact that there arc general and 
uniform themes throughout. Under careful scru¬ 
tiny James’ thought turns out to be more of one 
piece than is usually conceded. Behind the scattered 
surface there is a marked uniformity of pattern. 

Amongst his more famous works two should be 
mentioned which have been ignored in the fore- 
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going analysis. The first of these is his remarkable 
essay The Will to Believe (1S97). Fcwjphilosophical 
essays arc more clearly tlic product of a man's 
personal cxpcncncc. James heic incorporates in his 
philos(^phy a decision which enabled him to sur¬ 
mount a period of acute melancholy and depres¬ 
sion tantamount to a nervous breakdown. His ar¬ 
gument is threefold: (i) There arc “forced options” 
in a man’s intellectual life By this he means that 
there arc certain questions on w^hich one miist make 
up one’s nnrid cither for or against an urgent and 
important idea. There is no middle course. Thus, 
one must cither believe that one is free or believe 
that one is not free; one must either believe that 
there is a God or believe that there is not a God. 
In cither case, according to James, the attempt to 
straddle the fence and not commit oneself, is prag¬ 
matically the equivalent of the negative option. 

(2) In such cases, when decision transcends the 
evidence - that is tc say, w'hcrc in the nature of 
things evidence cannot settle the matter one way 
or the other - the only truly empirical approach is 
to recognize the need for transcending the evidence. 
To maintain a consistent empirical attitude one 
must look as it were for evidence at second remove; 
and this one docs by examini;lg the effects upon 
the integrity and power of one’s life which follow 
upon selection of one option rather than the other. 

(3) But more than this, James makes the startling 
claim that in eases of this soit the very act of 
believing tends to make what is believed more true. 
Thus if 1 seriously believe that I am tree I will in 
fact act as a free agent; whereas if I seriously believe 
that I am completely determined in all that I do I 
will act accordingly. 

The other work w^hich should be mentioned is 
his monumental study The Varieties of Religious 
Experience (1902), perhaps the first and surely a 
perennial classic in the psychology of religion. The 
theme springs from the claim o(The Will to Believe 
that where belief transcends evidence the only em¬ 
pirical approach is to examine the effects of belief 
upon the integration of men’s lives. James claims 
that religious belief can be “justified” by its tend¬ 
ency to organize and energize men’s lives. By 
“religious belief ” James meant in general a more 
or less orthodox commitment to the divine or 
supernatural element in reality. He failed to anti¬ 
cipate that later and less orthodox pragmatists might 
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claim that excessively uaturahstic'bclicfs like com¬ 
munism and scientism can “integrate** one*s life 
and actions more efficiently than the orthodox 
“over-beliefs” v^ith which he was concerned. He 
did not foresee the expansion of the sense of the 
word “religion” to include any integrating belief; 
but his psychological approach to the justification 
of religious belief paved the way for that expansion. 

Whatever one may say about James* doctrines, 
whether one applauds or deplores them, one thing 
is almost universally admitted. It is impossible to 
read him without learning to love and admire the 
man. Even where you feel that he is entirely wrong 
you arc forced to respect him. Every line he wrote 
breathes a spirit of uncompromising intellectual 
honesty. (j.w.s.) 

Jaspers, Karl (1883-1969). Generally considered 
the chief exponent of German Existentialism, 
next to Heidegger, although he has repudiated 
both this label and the philosophy of Heidegger. 
He was bom in Oldenburg, Germany, in 1883, 
and his professional career invites comparison with 
that of Wilham James : he took his doctorate in 
medicine, published a General Psychopathology in 
1913 (completely rewritten sixth edition, 1953), 
became a university lecturer in psychology in 1913, 
published a Psychology of Weltanschauungen in 1919, 
and then became a professor of philosophy at 
Heidelberg. In 1932 he published what he himself 
considers his philosophic magnum opus. Philosophy, 
in three volumes, of which the second bears the 
title Existenzerhellung {Illumination of Existence). 

His wife is Jewish, and he had no traffic with the 
Nazis. Under the Hitler regime he published books 
on Nietzsche and Descartes, then was forbidden 
to lecture. Since the Second World War he has 
averaged more than a book a year, notably in¬ 
cluding Von der Wahrheit (Of Truth), a tome of 
over 1100 pages, published as volume one of a 
Philosophical Logic, a book on SchcUing, and a tome 
of just under 1,000 pages, the first of three volumes 
on Die Grossen Philosophen (The Great Philo¬ 
sophers). None of the works mentioned so far have 
been translated into English, but a spate of his 
minor works have been; for example Reason and 
Existence, The Perennial Scope of Philosophy (German 
title, Der philosophische Glaube), and The Way to 


Wisdom (German title, Einfuhriuig in die Philoso-^ 
phie). Jasper’s influence on professional philo¬ 
sophers in Germany has been slight and on profes¬ 
sional philosophers in the Enghsh-speaking world, 
nil. But he has a wide audience, and some theolo¬ 
gians are interested in his work. 

Jaspers represents a sustained protest against the 
“professors* philosophy** of the later nineteenth 
century. The two giants of die period after Hegel 
are, to his mind, Kierkegaard and Nietzsche, but 
their specific claims and theories are immaterial. 
Kierkegaard’s “forcedChristianity’* and Nietzsche’s 
“forced anti-Christianity** arc dismissed: what mat¬ 
ters is their concern with human existence and 
the unexampled fluidity and elusivencss of their 
thought: “Out of every position one may have 
adopted out of every finitude, - that is - we arc 
expelled: we arc set whirling.** It is only after reason 
has suffered shipwreck in its quest for certainty that 
true philosophizing can begin. 

The conception of shipwreck {Scheitern) is cen¬ 
tral: the experiences of failure, of death, of guilt 
- Jaspers speaks of extreme situations or border 
situations (Grenzsituationen) - confront us with the 
inadequacy of all philosophies and become, to cite 
Jaspers’s characterisation of his own Nietzsche, “an 
introduction to that shaking up of thought from 
which ExistenzphiloSophie must spring”. 

Jaspers’ consistent disparagement of all content 
poses a problem about the contents of his ovrn 
voluminous writings. They are very largely filled 
with highly subjective paraplirascs of the alleged 
positions of other writers, followed again and again 
by an appeal to the reader [appellieren is one of 
Jaspers* key concepts) to be seriously concerned 
with bis own existence instead of seeking refuge 
in finished positions. (w.k.) 

Jevoni, William Stanley (1835-1882), was bom in 
Liverpool and educated at University College, 
London. His early studies were in chemistry and 
after working for some years as a metallurgist in 
Austraha, he went back to University College to 
study economics and philosophy, henceforward 
his main interests. In 1863 he was appointed to 
teach logic and economics at Owens College, Man¬ 
chester. He returned to London in 1875 as profes¬ 
sor in his old college. His chief works on logic 
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were Pure Lo^ic (1864), Ulcmentary Lessons in Loi^ic 
(1870), Principles of Science (1874) and Studies and 
Exercises in Deductive Logic (1880). 

Pure Logic is a study of Boole's work in which 
jevons introduced some notational improvements 
and amended the meaning of the plus sign for the 
logical sum to the now generally accepted inclusive 
sense of “or", i.e. if‘V’ stands for the class of red 
things and “y" for the class of square things then 
“x -f* y * represents the class of those things which 
arc red or square or both red and square. An appen¬ 
dix to the book contains some theoretical objec¬ 
tions to Boole's system which are not, however, 
well founded. Jevons* later work on Boolean al¬ 
gebra included the construction of a logical cal¬ 
culating machine, the so-called logical piano. 

Principles of Science is a comprehensive work on 
the logic of induction. Written in conscious op¬ 
position to J. S. Mill's account of induction as 
depending on a process of elimination, this book 
contains an elaborated account of inductive rea¬ 
soning in which hypotheses framed by the in¬ 
formed insight of the scientist are subsequently 
confirmed by evaluating the evidence in their fa¬ 
vour in accordance with the calculus of probability. 
He makes an important point against Mill by in¬ 
sisting on the essential uncertainty of all inductive 
conclusions. Though less attractively written than 
Mill’s System of Logic, Principles of Science is a book 
that keeps much closer to the facts of scientific 
practice. Jevons’ general view of induction has 
received a powerful and original formulation in the 
work of a present-day philosopher, Professor K. R. 
Popper. (d.j.o’c.) 

Jokn of Paris or Jean Quidort (r. 1269 1306), 
Dominican friar and Paris Master. A brave thinker 
and an able political philosopher, he defended civil 
prerogatives against the AugustinianGilcsofRome, 
who taught that all dominion was subject to the 
spiritual powder, and James of Viterbo, who taught 
that the Church was the paramount realm. His 
De Potestate Regia et Papali, based on Aristotle and 
Thomas Aquiitas defined and balanced two sets 
of divinely instituted rights, and anticipated the 
later doctrine of indirect control. He also defended 
Thomas Aquinas against the "Corrective’* of the 
English Franciscan, William de la Mare. His C.Vrrct- 
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toriuni Corruptorii and Quodlibet indicate the philo¬ 
sophical dispute of the period. He denied that 
matter can exist without form, that matter exists 
within soul, and that a single organic substance 
needs a plurality of forms. He maintained the real 
distinction between essence and existence in finite 
things, but in his own way, for he seems to have 
made existence an entity apart from essence and not 
to have appreciated how far Thomas had advanced 
from Avicenna. (t.g.) 

Jurisprudence is now the English name for a 
loosely related group of studies concerned to inves¬ 
tigate certain general questions about law which 
knowledge of particular legal sy^^tems does not suf- 
hce to answer. Among tlie general questions of 
Jurisprudence are: What is law? Can there be law 
without coercion? Is international law really law? 
How does law differ from and how is it related to 
morality and justice? How do judges reason in 
deciding particular cases? How do social and eco¬ 
nomic conditions affect the law and how are they 
affected by it? Arc there any fixed principles by 
which laws may be appraised as good or bad ? 

Jurisprudence may thus be distinguished from 
ordinary legal study as a discipkne concerned to 
further the understanding and reasoned criticism 
of law as distinct from kiiov.dedge of its details. In 
pursuit of these general aims it has drawn heavily 
on other disciplines, especially philosophy. Di'itinc- 
tions are sometimes made between Jurisprudence, 
Philosophy of Law% and Legal I’hcory, but these 
mean little; it is mor^ important to distinguish 
between different types of inquiry as follows: 

1. ANALYTICAL INQUIRIES 
The elucidation of the expression "law” and of 
terms embodying fundamental b'gal concepts (e.g. 
rights and duties, legal personality, ownership, 
sources of law) is now regarded especially m Eng¬ 
land as an independent and important study. 7 he 
systematic analysis of legal concepts w'as begun by 
Bentham in The fragment on Government (1776), 
The Principles of Morals and Legislation (1789), and 
the Limits of Jurisprudence Defined (1782), and devel¬ 
oped by his disciple John Austin in The Province of 
Jurisprudence Determined (1832) and in Lectures on 
the Philosophy of Positive Law (1863). Modern forms 
of analytical study of law^ have been developed in 
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the “pure theory** of law of Hans Kclscn, described 
in General Theory of Law and State (English transla¬ 
tion, 1947) and by jurists influenced by linguistic 
philosophy. Analytical jurisprudence is usually as¬ 
sociated with (though logically independent of) 

*‘legal positivism*’ i.c. the doctrine that there is no 
necessary but only a historical connection between 
law and morality. 

II. CRITICAL AND EVALUATIVE INQUIRIES 
The doctrines of Natural Law developed by the 
scholastics (especially by I'homas Aquinas) from 
Aristotelian metaphysics and Christian theology 
founded a lasting tradition in the criticism of law . 
Its distinguishing feature is the insistence (i) that 
there arc fixed prmciples for the guidance of hu¬ 
man conduct not made by man but discernible by 
reason; (2) that these principles constitute a natural 
law by which all man-made law is to be judged. 
Some theorists hold that failure to conform to 
natural law' renders human law invalid ; others look 
upon natural law not as a test of legal validity but 
only as a standard of criticism. 

Criticism of law (on utilitarian grounds) was a 
major concern of Bentham and Austin m spite of 
their insistence on analytical studies and their ob¬ 
jection to Natural Law doctrmes. Most modem 
critical jurisprudence is based on a variety of social 
policies and is independent of natural law theory, 
though since the last war its essentials have been 
reasserted in Germany and by neo-Thomists else¬ 
where. 

Study of the j udicial process especially in America 
stimulated two forms of jurisprudence, one 
constructive, the other sceptical. Both emphasized 
the fact that since all legal rules have only a central 
core of settled meaning, when Courts apply gen¬ 
eral rules to the many borderline cases, the rea¬ 
soning involved is not (despite appearances) deduc¬ 
tive but represents a choice between social values. 
One movemfTit, led by Roscoc Pound (often 
termed 'Tunctional** jurisprudence) is concerned to 
determine the social interests w'hich should guide 
Courts in the area left open by legal rules. The 
sceptical movement originating with O. W.Hol- 
mes {The Path of the Law, 1897) and J. C. Gray 
{The Nature and Sources of Law, 1902) stressed the 
diversity of non-legal influences on judicial deci¬ 
sions latent beneath the legal forms. Later “Realist” 


writers challenged the conventional conception of 
law as consisting of rules as distinct from more or 
less predictable operations of the Courts (sec for 
example Jerome frank’s Lrtie and The Modern iMind, 
1930). These developments were anticipated by the 
advocacy of unfettered judicial discretion by C on¬ 
tinental jurists of the “Free law” school (e.g. El.r- 
lich, Freie Rechtsfindung, 1903) and also by Scan¬ 
dinavian WTiters (especially Axel Hagcstroni ii)68- 

1939)- 

III. SOCIOLOGICAL INQUIRIES 

Various general theories concerning the interplay 
of law wnth economic and social forces fall under 
this head. The Marxist doctrine that law is deter¬ 
mined by economic conditions and destined to 
“wither aw’ay” has been developed by Russian 
writers, for example E. B. Pashukanis, in his General 
theory of Law and Marxism (1924). OflTicial Soviet 
legal theory has suppressed the anarchical side of 
this doctrine. Non-Marxist theories e.g. E. Ehr¬ 
lich’s Fundamental Principles oj Sociology of Law 
(1913 tr. 1936) insist that the “formal” law to be 
found in statutes is a less important social influence 
than moral and other non-legal norms (“the living 
law”). Though general programmes for “sociol¬ 
ogical jurisprudence” have often been announced 
the best work done consists of studies of the rela¬ 
tion of special legal institutions to specific economic 
or social conditions, for example Bcrle’s and 
Means* The Modern Corporation and Private Prop-- 
erty (1932). 

IV. HISTORICAL INQUIRIES 
The work of Savigny, The location of Our Age for 
Legislation and Jurisprudence (English translation, 
1831) and Sir Henry Maine’s two works, Ancient 
Law (1881) and Early History of Institutions (1875) 
arc usually described as historical jurisprudence but 
no single form of inquiry is distinguishable under 
this name. Savigny thought that the naturally 
developing law of a society should be interfered 
with only in accordance with its natural genius 
which could best be grasped in the earliest of its 
legal forms. Maine wished to free the understand¬ 
ing of early law from modern preconceptions con¬ 
cerning the nature of law, and to exhibit charac¬ 
teristic stages of legal development followed by 
“progressive” societies. (h.l.a.h.) 
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Kant, Immanuel (1724-1804), the son of a saddler, 
born in Konigsberg. He was educated at a gram¬ 
mar school of the city, and at its University, where 
he later taught first as a Dozent (lecturer) and after¬ 
wards, for many years, as professor. As a student 
he had, apart from philosophy, studied mathemat¬ 
ics and physics; and, throughout life, he kept an 
interest in these subjects. What is known as the 
Kant-Laplacc theory of the origin of the solar 
system is partly based on an early cosmological 
essay of his. Externally, his life was the quiet and 
uneventful life of an unmarried scholar, devoted 
to his work and his few friends. He had no partic¬ 
ular taste for music and the fine arts but he was well 
acquainted with ancient and modern literature. His 
interest in the poUtical events of his time was in¬ 
tense. fie sympathized both with the American 
and the French revolutions. Kant is now widely 
acknowledged to have been one of the greatest of 
all philosophers. 

Two main streams of European philosophy in¬ 
fluenced his thought-rationalism, which reached 
him through his own teachers, in the form given 
to It by Leibniz and Wolff; and empiricism, the 
impact of which he felt most strongly when he 
came across some of Hume's writings in a .German 
translation. 1 lis own mature philosophy begins with 
the Critique of Pure Reason (1781), and is best knowm 
under the name of the Critical Philosophy. It is a 
synthesis - as distinct from a mere combination - 
ol rationalism and empiricism, each of which, in 
his view, gave a one-sided and distorted account 
of the structure and content ol human know ledge. 

Pcrliaps the best approach, though not die only 
one, to the core of Kant's philosophical system is 
through his twofold classification of judgments. 
According to him every judgment is (i) either 
analytic or synthetic and (ii) cidier a priori or a 
posteriori. A judgment is analytic if its negation 
results in a logical absurdity. For example ‘"A 
father is male”, “A green thing is coloured” are 
analytic judgments, since their negation, namely 
“A father is not male”, “A green thing is not col¬ 
oured” is in each case logically absurd. Their truth 
is clear from a mere analysis of the terms in which 
they arc made. A judgment wliich is not analytic is 
synthetic. Synthetic are all judgments about empir¬ 


ical matters of fact, in particular those stating empir¬ 
ical laws of nature such as ‘‘Copper conducts elec¬ 
tricity”. These judgments, whether true or false, 
certainly can be denied without contradiction. A 
judgment is a priori if it is ‘‘independent of all 
experience and even of all impressions of the 
senses”. Thus ‘‘Man has an immortal soul”, which 
can be neither confirmed nor falsified by expe¬ 
rience, is - if It is meaningful - a priori. Again all 
analytic judgments are a priori. Their truth, and 
indeed their logical necessity, can be made evident 
without resort to experiment or observation by a 
mere analysis of their terms. 

If we combine these two classifications, and no¬ 
tice that all analytic judgments must be also a priori, 
we see that there arc tlirce classes of judgments, 
mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive, namely: 
(1) analytic (and a priori) (11) synthetic a posteriori 
and (ill) synthetic a priori. It is worth remarkmg 
here that Leibniz considers all judgments to be 
analytic. That is, even empirical judgments accord¬ 
ing to him could in theory have their terms ana¬ 
lysed till their connection wa.s seen to be K >gically 
necessary. According to Hume and his modern 
followers all judgments are eidier analytic (and so 
a priori) or synthetic a posteriori'^ none are synthetic 
a priori. 

Kant is convinced to the contrary. He fmds syn¬ 
thetic a priori judgments (1) in the mathematics and 
science of his day and (11) in morality. An example 
would be the judgment “Every event has a cause”. 
This can be denied without logical absurdity and 
yet, in its complete generality, is sometliing neither 
confirmable nor talsihable by sense-experience, (If 
iio cause ol an event is known, we can always go 
on looking for it. On the other hand even if we 
hold that all known events have causes, there may 
be others which have none. The dominant form of 
Quantum Mechanics at the present day docs in fact 
successfully reject the principle of causality.) 

The occurrence, then, of synthetic a priori judg¬ 
ments gives rise to tw'o philosophic^ tasks, first to 
exhibit them clearly and, if possible, completely; 
and secondly to demonstrate not only that these 
judgments are made, both in the course of any 
theoretical mquiry and whenever moral duties arc 
ascribed to a person, but further that one is justified 
in making them. This problem Kant formulates by 
asking ‘‘How are synthetic a priori judgments pos- 
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sible?** It is the central question of the Critical 
Philosophy. Its answer required a critique of all 
theoretical and moral knowledge as well as an exa- 
minaaon of the claim of metaphysics to yield 
transcendent knowledge, i.e. knowledge of what 
transcends every possible experience. 

I The Critique of Pure Reason. The task of this first 
critique is (i) to exhibit what synthetic apnerijudg¬ 
ments enter into pure mathemaucs and natural sci¬ 
ence, and show “how they are possible”; and (ii) to 
examine the claims of metaphysics. It is important, 
if we would distinguish in Kant’s philosophy bet¬ 
ween what is of more purely historical interest and 
what is still relevant to contemporary issues, to 
note that Kant was convinced that the mathematics 
of his day, Newtonian physics, and Aristotelian 
logic were complete to die extent that their anal¬ 
ysis by the methods of the critical philosophy 
would yield all those fundamental synthetic a priori 
propositions from which any odiers could more or 
less easily be deduced by ordinary reasoning. Ex¬ 
perts arc divided on the question how far the devel¬ 
opment of non-Euchdean geometry, relativity and 
quantum theory and of the new mathematical logic 
forces one to admit that Kant caimot possibly have 
succeeded in producing the complete oudine of a 
priori knowledge. 

One of the fundamental assumptions of the 
Kantian philosophy is that perceiving and thinking 
are different. Following the psychology of his day, 
he attributes them to two distmct faculties of the 
mind, the one to sense and the other to under¬ 
standing. Apart from analytical judgments - which 
merely elucidate the meaning of their terms - 
every judgment consists, or appears to consist, in 
applying a concept to some particular. Apprehen¬ 
sion of particulars belongs to the faculty of sense; 
apprehension of concepts, and the rules accordmg 
to which they are applied, belongs to the under¬ 
standing. In order to grasp the function and the 
legitimacy of a synthedc a priori judgment it is 
necessary to inquire into its constituents - the type 
of concept and of parucular which make it what 
it is. 

To begin with concepts, these are of three types. 
First, the a posteriori which arc concepts abstracted 
from sense-perception and applicable to it (thus 
“green” is so abstracted from perceptual data and 
apphed to them when we judge that something is 
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green); secondly, the a priori concepts which, 
though not abstracted from sense-pcrccption, arc 
nevertheless applicable to it; and thirdly, the Ideas. 
These last arc neither abstracted from sense-per¬ 
ception nor applicable to it. While Kant’s account 
of a posteriori concepts contains nothing not famil¬ 
iar to the traditional empiricism, his account of a 
priori concepts and of Ideas is all his own, and 
distinctive of the Critical Philosophy. We shall as 
we proceed see how essential this account is (1) to 
an understanding of the nature of those synthetic 
a priori propositions which arc contained in math¬ 
ematics, natural science, metaphysics, morality, 
aesthetic judgment and teleological explanation; 
(ii) to an understanding of their claim to be true; 
and (iii) to the decision whether and how far 
the claim is to be held justified in each of these 
cases. 

(1) Kant*s Philosophy of Mathematics. In discussing 
the mathematics of his time - aritlunctic, classical 
analysis and Euclidean geometry - Kant is first of 
all trying to show that the propositions embodying 
their axioms and theorems arc synthetic a priori. 
He is not concerned with analytic statements to 
the effect that the axioms of a mathematical theory 
logically imply its theorems. It is fairly generally 
agreed - since tlie discovery of non-Euclidean geo¬ 
metries and their successful use in physics - that the 
postulates of Euclidean geometry can be denied 
without logical absurdity, and that they are in¬ 
dependent of sense-perception - which amounts to 
what Kant meant by saymg that they arc synthetic 
and a priori. The synthetic a priori character of 
arithmetical propositions is disputed by many ex¬ 
perts (see, however, section iv), although some 
arithmetical propositions concerning “the totality 
of all integers” have been denied without contra¬ 
diction and are independent of sense in that they 
do not describe sense-perceptions of any kind. 
Kant holds that even such judgments as “7 + 5 = 
12” arc synthetic because the notion of “12” is not 
“contained” m the notion of adding 7 and 5. 

Assuming now that the axioms and theorems of 
every system of pure mathematics are synthetic a 
priori judgments, Kant has to ask: How are they 
possible? Are there, perhaps, particular objects 
other than sense-perceptions which the concepts of 
arithmetic and geometry characterise? Kant’s an¬ 
swer is, that indeed there are such. 
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According to Kant space and time ~ as opposed 
to the sense-perceptions which arc located in them - 
are (i) a priori and (ii) particulars rather than gen¬ 
eral notions. In one argument aimed at showing 
the a priori character of space and time he appeals 
to the possibility of varying in imagination all 
features of a perceptual object except its being in 
space and time. (The colour, shape or the like of a 
perceptual object is indeed quite different from its 
spatial and temporal situation.) One of his argu¬ 
ments showing space and time as particulars and 
not general notions consists in emphasizing the 
point that ‘‘division** is a quite different process in 
the two cases. Space divides into sub-spaces and 
time into temporal intervals. Division of a general 
notion on the other hand is into its various species 
(as c.g. “animal** divided into “vertebrate** and 
‘ ‘non-vertebrate* *). 

Now if space and time arc a priori particulars, 
Kant can explain the legitimacy of the synthetic a 
priori judgments of arithmetic and geometry. 
Those of arithmetic describe the structure of time 
with its repetition of units; those of geometry 
describe the structure of space with its extended 
patterns. Mathematical synUietic a prion judgments 
arc thus shown “possible** by the fact that in 
making them one applies a priori concepts (con¬ 
cepts which though not abstracted from >cnse- 
pcrccption arc apphcable to it) to a priori partic¬ 
ulars - namely space and time. Kant holds that we 
become aware of the structure of space and time by 
constructions which, though analogous to the 
drawing of diagrams on black-boards, do not con¬ 
sist in the production of chalk marks or other 
physical objects. 

Kant cliaractcrizcs an explanation of the legit¬ 
imacy of synthetic a priori judgments, such as the 
one just described, as “transcendental** and he calls 
his whole philosophy on this account not only 
“Critical** but also “Transccndcnul*' Its concern is 
“not so much with objects as with the manner of 
our cognition of objects, in so far as it is possible 
a priori**. 

(2) Kant*s philosophy of science. By an analysis of 
science and of commonsense knowledge of fact 
Kant proceeds to show that in these fields too, just 
as in pure mathematics, synthetic a priori judgments 
arc employed, which it is the task of the Critical 
or Transcendental Philosophy to exhibit, and to 


examine foi their legitimacy. Here also, he urges, 
we must recognize our synthetic 0 priori possessions 
and prove our right to what we possess. 

Wc all make judgments to tlie effect tliat this or 
that particular event caused something else to hap¬ 
pen. Moreover, before tlic advent ot quantum me¬ 
chanics the general principle of causahty -- that 
every event has a cause *- was generally accepted. 
The judgment expressing this principle is, accord¬ 
ing to Kant, a synthetic a priori one. Moreover, the 
concept “x causes y**, which is involved in the 
general principle, and applied whenever we make 
a particular causal judgment, is an 0 priori concept. 
It is certainly not abstracted from any perceived 
necessary connection, since all that wc ever per¬ 
ceive is succession of occurrences. That wc do not 
abstract the relation of causal necessity Jrom percep¬ 
tion had already been shown by Hume, whose 
views in this respect Kant substantially adopts. Yet 
wc do apply this concept to perception. The name 
which Kant adopts for concepts which arc not, as 
arc the mathematical ones, characteristic of space 
and time, but yet arc apphcable to perception, is 
Categories. The fact that they are constituents in 
synthetic a priori judgments makes it necessary to 
list them systcinaucally. 

There arc certain clues by the help of which 
Kant believes that this can be done. First, we have 
the difference between subjective perceptual judg¬ 
ments and judgments which are objective and em¬ 
pirical. Compare, for example, the two judgments, 
“What now appears to me is green** and “Ihis is a 
green object**. The first judgment does not claim 
tn be about any public thing, anything independent 
of my perception, anything perceivable by others 
as well as by me, anything which might still be 
there even if 1 ceased to exist. The second claims to 
be objective, to be about a substance which exists 
independently of my perception. Yet both the 
subjective perceptual judgment and the objective, 
empirical one have the same perceptual content. 
Hence, Kant argues, in making the subjective per¬ 
ceptual judgment the concept, or more precisely 
the Category, “substance** is not being applied. In 
making the objective empirical judgment it is ap- 
phed. This leads to the conclusion that if we com¬ 
pare objective empirical judgments with subjective 
perceptual ones having the same perceptual con¬ 
tent, and if wc as it were subtract the latter from 
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the former, what will remain is one or more 
Categories. 

A second clue concerns not only the discovery of 
the Categories but also the criterion for when we 
have discovered them all. This clue is the difference 
between the matter of objective, empirical judg¬ 
ments and their form. The matter of such a judg¬ 
ment IS always expressed by its a posteriori concepts. 
The form can be expressed by the fact that the 
judgment has a certain structure. Thus the judg¬ 
ment “If the sun slunes, the stone will get warmer*’ 
has the if ~ then form, it has the structure of a hy¬ 
pothetical judgment: and tliis, according to Kant, 
expresses the fact that in making the judgment we 
are applying the Category “x causes y’*. In consid¬ 
ering on the one hand the difference between sub¬ 
jective perceptual and objective empirical judg¬ 
ments of the same perceptual content, and on the 
other hand the difference between the matter and 
the form of the objective empirical ones, Kant 
thinks we can sec that the form or structure of 
objective empirical judgments embodies the Cat¬ 
egories. 

Jf, then, every form of judgment - all the vari¬ 
eties of the logical structure to be found in judg¬ 
ments - IS completely listed, we should thereby 
arrive at a complete list of the Categories. Now 
Kant held that the traditional logic (shghtly mod¬ 
ified by himscff) did contain a list of all the possible 
logical forms of judgment ; and so it contained, 
implicitly, all the Categories. Most experts agree 
that Kant over-estimated the completeness of the 
traditional logic in this respect. Wc shall not at¬ 
tempt more here then merely to set out the Cat¬ 
egories, as Kant listed them. They are (i) The Cat¬ 
egories of quantity viz Unity, Plurality, Totality 
(ii) the Categories of quality viz RcaUty, Negation, 
Limitation (lii) the Categories of relation viz Sub- 
stancc-and-accident, Causality-and-dcpcndcncc, 
Community or Interaction (iv) the Catego¬ 
ries of modahty viz Possibility - Impossibility, Ex¬ 
istence ~ Non-cxistcnce, Necessity -- Contingency. 
It would not be profitable to go farther into detail 
about the derivation of these Categories. The prin¬ 
ciple is the same as illustrated above in the case of 
“causality**. First the perceptual content common 
to an objective empirical judgment and the cor¬ 
responding perceptual judgment is separated from 
their differing logical structure or form. The logical 


form of the objective empirical judgment is then, 
in a more or less obvious way, identified with a 
Category. 

Synthetic a priori judgments consist in applying 
the Categories to the data given to the senses in 
space and time, i.e. to the perceptual manifold. 
Since the Categories arc not abstracted from the 
manifold so given, their application to it is not the 
mere declaration of what is found in perception. 
(How could wc declare that we have found e.g. 
causal necessity in perception, when all wc have 
perceived is regularity of sequence between 
events?) Kant’s real, or alleged, insight into the 
nature of applying the Categories to the manifold 
of perception is one of the central points of his 
Critical Philosophy. He himself compared it with 
the revolutionary idea of Copernicus who “made 
the observer turn round (the sun) and kept the 
stars still’*. Application of the Categories to the 
manifold of perception and indeed their bare ap¬ 
plicability, is what constitutes the subjective man¬ 
ifold of otherwise discoimected appearances in 
space and time into the objective (or intcr-subjec- 
tive) reality, in which wc discern physical objects 
as the source of systematically coimectcd percep¬ 
tion, as substances capable of causal relations and of 
interacuon with other substances. 

To be an object - as opposed to a mere subjective 
impression - is thus, for Kant, to be the bearer of 
Categories, The Categories are not abstracted from 
the manifold of perception but are, as it were, 
imposed by the subject on it. The reality of intcr- 
subjcctive objects is due to the thinking subject - 
thinking being the connecting of the mamfold by 
means of the Categories. Such phrases Kant him¬ 
self uses in trying to give a preliminary indication 
of the function of the Categories. We must con¬ 
tent ourselves here with the indication without 
pursuing him into the extensive details of his com¬ 
plete account. 

One point, however, must be made. Kant distin¬ 
guishes sharply between the pure Self which im¬ 
poses the Categories and the empirical Self. All 
empirical self-awareness docs itself already pre¬ 
suppose the appheation of the Categories. The 
empirical subject which apprehends its own states, 
and is thus aware of itself, is not the same subject 
wliich ‘‘imposes** the Categories. There is no self- 
awareness of the pure self. 
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Once we understand that the Categories, in be¬ 
ing applied to the perceptual manifold, constitute 
objects we arc on the way towards understanding 
those synthetic a priori judgments which arc not 
mathematical. Kant conceives them as the prin¬ 
ciples according to which the Categories are ap¬ 
plied to the manifold of perception. They express 
the conditions under which objective experience 
~ as opposed to the being aware of disconnected 
appearances - is possible. They are the presupposi¬ 
tions of our apprehending objects of common- 
sense and science. The conditions for applying the 
Categories, expressed by the non-mathematical 
synthetic a priori judgments, arc according to Kant 
connected w'ith the fact that objects and percep¬ 
tions are all located in time. They arc temporal 
conditions. This is more obvious in the case of 
some synthetic a priori principles than others. 
Again we cannot go into detail about how the 
allegedly complete list of these principles is got and 
must be content with an enumeration; (i) To the 
Categories of quantity there corresponds the prin¬ 
ciple “all perceptions are extensive magnitudes” 
(ii) To tlie Categories of quality, there corresponds 
the principle “in all appearances the real which is an 
object of sensation has intensive magnitude, that is 
degree”; (iii) The principle corresponding to the 
Categories of relation, is that “objective expeiicncc 
IS possible only by means of the presentation of a 
necessary connection of perceptions.” (This last 
principle is more concretely expressed in three 
synthetic a priori propositions which are presup¬ 
posed in Newtonian physics; the principle of the 
conservation of substance: “All change (succession) 
of appearances is only alteration of substance”; the 
principle of causality; “All alterations occur in 
accordance wtth the law of connection of ^ause 
and effect” and the principle of interaction: “All 
substances in so far as they are apprehended as 
coexistent in space are in thorough-going inter¬ 
action”). (iv) To the Categories of modality there 
correspond three principles which arc held to ex¬ 
plain possibility, reality, and necessity as character¬ 
izing our judgments about the objective world. 

Having found the synthetic a priori principles in 
their alleged completeness, Kant can enter upon 
the question of their justification - this in what is 
perhaps the most difficult part of the Transcenden¬ 
tal Philosophy, the so-called “Transcendental Dc- 
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duction of the Categories”. Its central point is this: 
application of the Categories to objects ~ in ac¬ 
cordance with the principles - is legitimate because 
to be an object is nothing else than to be capable of 
being characterised by the Categories. - That in 
our thinking about matters of fact we employ Cat¬ 
egories and that their application constitutes objec¬ 
tive reality is, it seems, Kant’s most important con¬ 
tribution to the theory of knowledge and the plii- 
losophy of science ~ whatever one may think about 
his claim to have discovered the presuppositions of 
all objective and scientific knowledge completely. 

(3) Kant's metaphysical views. The analysis of 
mathematics and theoretical knowledge results in 
the thesis that all theoretical knowledge consists in 
“categorizing” - ordering by means of the Cat¬ 
egories - perceptual material located in spare and 
time. Knowledge is thus both perceptual and con¬ 
ceptual - the joint product of perceiving and think¬ 
ing. We can only think what cannot be perceived; 
wc cannot know it. We can think, indeed must 
think, that there exists something apart from space, 
time and the Categories, a “thing in itself”. Kant’s 
doctrine of the existence of a merely thinkable but 
not perceivable thing in itself (an “intclhgible” or 
**noumenon') he calls “transcendcucal” idealism as 
opposed to “transcendent” idealism which would 
claim know^ledge of it. Any attempt to apply the 
Categories to things in themselves results in illusion 
and confusion. 

Another source of such illusion is the improper 
use of the Ideas of Reason. Just as Kant derived the 
Categories - concepts not abstracted from expe¬ 
rience but applicable to it - from the possible forms 
ot judgment so he derives the Ideas -- concepts 
neither abstracted from nor applicable to experi¬ 
ence - from the possible forms of logical inference. 
In doing so he again accepts the traditional logic as, 
on the whole, complete. The guiding principle is 
this: We can always go on asking to have the 
premises of our inferences deduced from higher 
premises without limit. (We can always go on ask¬ 
ing for the “conditions of the conditions, of the 
conditions... of the truth of any statement”.) An 
Idea is formed when we assume that this potentially 
infinite erics is actually given in its totality. Kant 
recognizes three types of deductive inference, each 
giving rise to a potentially infinite sequence of 
premises; and hence to three Ideas, namely (rt) of 
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the absolute unity of the thinking subject,(^>) of the 
absolute unity of the sequence of the conditions of 
appe«irancc,(c) of the absolute unity of the condi¬ 
tions of objects of thought in general. Each of these 
Ideas of Reason provides the spurious subject matter 
of a spurious metaphysical discipline; the first the 
subject matter of speculative psychology (contain¬ 
ing alleged a priori knowledge about the soul); the 
second that of speculative cosmology (containing 
alleged a priori knowledge of the world); the third 
that of speculative theology (containing alleged a 
priori knowledge of God). 

According to Kant all metaphysical knowledge 
of matters of fact is expressed in or deducible from 
the synthetic a priori principles. If either (i) the 
Categories are taken as characterising things in 
themselves; or if (ii) the Ideas are taken as char¬ 
acterizing something that is given in experience, 
metaphysics becomes spurious. The mistaken em¬ 
ployment of the Categories and Ideas leads, so 
Kant tries to show, to obstinate fallacies. These can 
be recognised and resolved only when the nature 
and function of the Ideas and of the Categories is 
understood. Among these fallacies a special interest 
attaches to alleged proofs of the existence of God, 
in particular to the ontological argument. Accord¬ 
ing to this we can deduce God’s existence from the 
fact that we can conceive (think) the notion of a 
perfect being: A perfect being must exist since lack 
of existence would be imperfection. Kant’s reply is 
that existence is not a predicate. 

Other fallacies arc so-called antinomies. Of these 
the most important for Kant’s system as a whole is 
the antinomy between (i) the freedom of the will 
(where the will is considered as causing those ac¬ 
tions of a morally responsible subject for which it 
is responsible) and (ii) the principle of natural cau¬ 
sality which applies to all phenomena (and is among 
the conditions of objective reality). Here Kant dis¬ 
tinguishes between the Idea of moral freedom 
which has no application to phenomena and the 
Category of causabty which has such application. 
Our experience of moral obligation logically im¬ 
plies the Idea of moral freedom. It is a notion wc 
can and must think; but wc cannot know. Wc 
cannot think and perceptually apprehent' it. The 
Idea of non-phcnomcnal freedom which wc must 
assume if man is a moral being is quite compatible 
with the Category of causality, the application of 


which to phenomena is a condition of the know¬ 
ledge of matters of fact. Wc return to this in 
Section n. 

Whereas the application of the Categories to 
phenomena has a constitutive function - constitut¬ 
ing them objects - the Ideas have, as we have seen, 
no function of that kind. They have, however, a 
“regulative” function. They “direct the under¬ 
standing to a certain goal. .. which serves the pur¬ 
pose of giving the greatest unity and the greatest 
breadth at the same time.” The Ideas, we have 
seen, have their root on the one hand in the de¬ 
mand that wc should search for the conditions of 
any true judgment; on the other hand in the as¬ 
sumption that the totality of these conditions, 
which form a potentially infinite sequence, is ac- 
tnallY given. This assumption, unlike the demand, is 
the source of a pretended knowledge. But the 
demand does indeed confer greater unity on our 
judgment; since in following it we connect them 
systematically by deductive relations. 

Ti The Criti(]uv of Practical Reason. This part of 
the critical philosophy is concerned with the syn¬ 
thetic a priori principles which underlie our know¬ 
ledge of what ou(>ht to be the case, in particular our 
knowledge of what we ought to do. It aims at 
exhibiting these principles and at demonstrating 
their legitimacy. 

The moral law - by which wc are enabled to 
decide whether an action is or is not obligatory - is 
found by analysis of man’s moral experience and 
of the language in which he formulates it. The 
morality or otherwise of an agent’s action, Kant 
tries to show, is not a quality of his behaviour; nor 
is it a quality of any desire he has to bring about 
some state of affairs. These qualities do not imply 
that the person is doing his duty for the sake of 
duty'. To know this we must know what Kant calls 
his maxim. An agent’s maxim is the general rule 
which he would formulate in justifying his action 
(I did what I did because whenever conditions 
obtain which then and there obtained one should 
do this type of action). 

Now Kant argues that a person’s maxim is moral 
if it conforms to the moral law - provided that 
there is a moral law. The law which he derives 
from the analysis of moral experience is purely 
formal. It is the famous categorical imperative: 
the maxim of my action - and therefore the action 
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performed in accordance with it ~ is moral if and 
only if I can will that it should become a universal 
law. By this formal test the maxims are divided 
into moral and non-moral, precisely as by purely 
formal tests syllogisms are divided into valid and 
invalid. The maxims are the material which is 
tested by the formal test. We cannot go into Kant’s 
exposition of how the moral law functions in 
thought and action. Nor can we consider his dem¬ 
onstrations that the moral law can be expressed in 
alternative, but equivalent, ways. The most strik¬ 
ing of his alternative formulations of the categor¬ 
ical imperative is this: “Act in such a way that you 
treat humanity both in your own person and in the 
person of all others, never as a means only but 
always equally as an end.” No one who lives in the 
European tradition will find anything obscure or 
too technical in this formulation. 

By our experience of the conflict between duty 
and desire wc are committed to the categorical 
imperative. Is this commitment, then, objective - 
not only in the sense of being true to our moral 
experience, but in the sense of being possible in a 
world which stands under the law of causality? 
Kant answers that the commitment is in the full 
sense objective. The Idea of freedom, which can be 
thought but not known, is not only demanded by 
our .sense of duty. It is, as we have noted earlier, 
compatible with the rule of the principle of causal¬ 
ity in the phenomenal world. Man qua phenomenal 
being is causally determined, but qua non-phe- 
nomenal or noumenal being he is free. Me cannot 
know what his freedom is. He knows none the less 
that he is free. The consistency of moral freedom 
with the causal order of nature can be proved. But 
the nature of moral freedom must remain a mys¬ 
tery. 

From the above account it is clear that according 
to Kant morality “needs neither the idea of another 
being above man, for man to recognize his duty, 
nor docs it need another motive apart from the law 
that he should fulfil his duty..Unavoidably, 
however, morality gives rise to the assumption 
that virtue has some connexion with happiness, 
that the two arc adequately correlated, and it thus 
suggests the Idea of a power which would secure 
this correlation. But the coimcction between reli¬ 
gion and morality is not logical. It is based on an 
act of faith which explains die ~ otherwise myste- 


Kant 

rious - consistency between moral freedom and 
causally determined nature. To have made room 
for this act of faith in the existence of God is, 
according to Kant, a greater achievement than to 
have provided fallacious proofs of it. 

in The Critique of Judgment. In the first two 
Critiques Kant has tried to discover and justify the 
principles which are presupposed in our objective 
judgments as to what is the case, and as to what 
ought to be the case. In the Critique of judgment 
he is concerned with discovering subjective princi¬ 
ples which are at the root (i) of our search for 
system in our explanations of natural phenomena 
and (ii) of our apprehension of beauty. The key 
notions into which this tliird Critique inquires arc 
purpose and purposiveness (the latter in the sense 
of a harmony which we might apprehend without 
recognizing any specific purpose.) 

The notion of purpose is involved in any sci¬ 
entific explanation. Always, such explanation is 
based on the implicit assumption that the special 
empirical laws which we discover arc somethiiig 
more than merely an unconnected conjunction, a 
heap of unrelated generalizations. Wc look foi a 
certain systematic unity. This imph>s that they can 
be considered **as i/^an understanding (though not 
our own) had given them to our cognitive fac¬ 
ulties, in order to make possible a systew of expe¬ 
rience in accordance with the laws of nature”. This 
assumption, as is emphasized by the words as if, is 
not a statement of fact. It is a subjective, meth¬ 
odological principle. 

Apart from the general assumption of a harmony 
b^tvecn our understanding and the nature which 
we try to understand, Kant considers particular 
fields of inquiry, and the teleological explanations 
sometimes used in them. They have their use as 
preparing the way for causal explanations, or as 
filling temporary - perhaps even permanent-caus¬ 
al gaps. The notion of purposes in Nature is a 
methodologically useful and indispensable Idea; 
but as an Idea it has unlike the Categories no objec¬ 
tive application. 

Of teleological explanations Kant argues that 
they foster the assumption that “the universe has 
its source in an intelligent being ... existing out¬ 
side the world.” But not even the most complete 
teleology amounts to a proof of God s existence, 
since teleological principles are merely subjc< cive 
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expressions of "our cognitive faculties being what 
they are". 

Kant, we have seen, admits purposivene^s with¬ 
out purpose. Indeed he defines beauty as "the form 
of purposiveness in so far as it is perceived apart 
from the presentation of a purpose,** The unity of 
aesthetic experience is due to an indefinite interplay 
of the faculties of perception and imagination on 
the one hand and the understanding on the other. 
An aesthetic experience, as it were, calls for the 
application of concepts by the understanding, but 
overflows every conceptual characterization. 

Any aesthetic judgment, apart from ascribing 
purposiveness to what is judged beautiful, claims 
further that the beautiful object is necessarily con¬ 
nected with pleasurable feeling, that qua beautiful 
it is not an object of interest and that it pleases 
universally. This universality claimed for aesthetic 
judgments is quite different from the (objective) 
universality of synthetic a priori judgments. It has 
a merely subjective foundation in our cognitive 
faculties. In this respect aesthetic judgments arc on 
an equal footing with teleological explanation. 

Kant’s Critique of Judgment was in no way 
meant to supersede the two other Critiques. Only 
by maintaining that he treated "purpose" and 
"purposiveness" as Categories constitutive of an 
objective reality could such an interpretation be 
supported. But he clearly treated these notions as 
Ideas. 

IV Kant*s infuence. As regards mathematics, 
Kant’s view that it consists of synthetic a priori prop¬ 
ositions describing the structure of space and time 
and constructions in them has been to a large extent 
adopted on the one hand by Milbert and the for¬ 
malist school and on the other by Brouwer and the 
Intuitionists. In addition Hilbert treats the actual 
infinite as a Kantian idea. As regards his philosophy 
of science, this has been kept alive by antiphenom- 
enalists, and it has been substantially adopted by 
Einstein (sec the Einstein volume in the Library of 
Living Philosophers, Chicago 1949). His view of the 
function of Ideas influenced C. S. Peirce and other 
pragmatists such as Vaihingcr. Kant’s demonstra¬ 
tions of the antinomies which arise when Ideas are 
taken to characterize objective reality is one of the 
sources of the Hegelian doctrine that reality is self- 
contradictory and that the contradictions arc re¬ 
solved by a dialectical reconstruction of "the Idea’’. 


The influence of Kant’s anti-naturalistic views 
has been very strong among later ethical intuition¬ 
ists; and his distinction between pure and practical 
reason is widely accepted by moral philosophers of 
mo'‘t schools. 

The critical philosophy, especially the Critique 
of Judgment, had considerable influence on the rise 
of the German idealistic philo.sophy, particularly 
of Fichte and his followers, who unlike Kant re¬ 
garded the self as not only apprehending but as 
somehow creating the world. (s.K.) 

Kierkegaard, Soren Aabye (1813-55), Danish 
philosopher, man of letters, and theologian. Some 
would dispute his right to the title "philosopher", 
but his main philosophical work - Concluding Vn- 
scientific Postscript, w’ritten in 1846, when its author 
was thirty-three, remains a contribution to the the¬ 
ory of knowledge of great importance. If it requires 
to be read against the background of its autlior’s 
hostility to the degenerate Hegelian scholasticism 
of the Danish philosophy of his day, it also invites 
a fascinating comparison, in its practice of the 
method of indirection, in its attempt to say the 
unsayablc, withWittgenstein’s Philosophical Invest 
tigations. 

Although Kierkegaard died at the age of forty- 
one, Ins output was voluminous; and the fields on 
which he touched arc as wide in extent as those 
explored by Hegel, with whose Phenomenology of 
Spirit, and indeed earlier theological Jugendschriffcn 
his early works invite comparison. If his religiously 
defined hostility to Hegel’s indcntification of the 
real w'ith the rational marks liim historically as a 
critic of the supreme philosophical synthesis of 
romanticism, his early explorations of c.g. the aes¬ 
thetic as contrasted with the ethical mode of life, 
reveals him the heir of the German thinker whose 
followers he criticized so sharply. 

No one more demands to be read rather than 
read about, or expounded. There is no doubt that 
his personality repels many; its pathological quality 
is manifested in his controversial behaviour as well 
as in his treatment of his fiancee, Rcgine Olsen. 
Moreover his continually changing mctliods of 
writing, with their shift from pseudonymity to 
controversial or homiletic directness, set further 
obstacles in the way of a more than passing familiar- 
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ity with his oeuvre. But the reader of his early writ¬ 
ing will at least have his sense of the field with 
which the moral philosopher is concerned en¬ 
larged; the student of his Postscript and the Philo-- 
sophical Fragments, which precede it will encounter 
work in the theory of knowledge of an evocative 
subtlety to bear comparison with that of Wittgen¬ 
stein and Wisdom; and in such essays as that on 
The Difference between a Genius and an Apostle, and 
such discourses as those on Training in Christianity, 
the philosopher of religion will find a contribution 
to the phenomenological exposition of the char¬ 
acter of distinctively Christian faith of lasting im¬ 
portance and insight. (o.m.m.) 

Knowledge, see Epistemology, A priori. Empir¬ 
icism, Rationalism. 

L 

Law, see Jurisprudence, Freedom of the Will, 
Induction, Logic. 

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm, (i646*-i7i6) German 
philosopher, the son of the Professor of Moral 
Philosophy at the University of Leipzig. When 
Leibniz was six years old his father died. At tnc age 
of fifteen, Leibniz entered the University, grad¬ 
uating in 1663 with a thesis entitled Disputatio 
Metaphysica dc Principio Individui. This work con¬ 
tained many of the ideas of his later writings in 
embryo. From 1663 to 1666 he studied Jurispru¬ 
dence at Jena and published a paper on legal educa¬ 
tion. This paper recommended him to the notice 
of the Archbishop of Mainz who thereupon took 
him into his service. Leibniz entered wholehearted¬ 
ly into the Archbishop’s plans for preserving peace 
within the Empire and between Germany and her 
neighbours. This led Leibniz to a search for a 
rational foundation for the Christian religion, ac- 
ccpuble to Protesunts and Catholics alike, which 
would provide a sound basis for active religious 
toleration. Sent to Paris on a mission to Louis XIV, 
Leibniz did not succeed in seeing the king, but in 
a stay of four years, he made the acquaintance of 
Malebranche, Arnauld, Huygens and Tschim- 
hausen. He also invented a calculating machine 
which was an improvement upon Pascal’s machine 
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in that it could extract roots, multiply and divide 
as well as add and subtract. In 1673, he visited 
London, met Boyle and Oldenburg and demon¬ 
strated his calculating machine to the Royal Soci¬ 
ety, which thereupon elected him to membership. 
In 1676, the Archbishop of Mainz died, and in 
default of work more suited to his tastes and ability, 
Leibniz became Librarian to the Duke of Bruns¬ 
wick at Hanover. On his way to Hanover, Leibniz 
spent a month at Amsterdam, reading everything 
of Spinoza’s which Spinoza could be persuaded to 
let out of his hands. Finally he was allowed to meet 
Spinoza and discussed with him those parts of his 
writings which he had been permitted to read. 
This was his last personal contact with fellow 
philosophers. From this time till his death he was 
at Hanover, travelling abroad only in connexion 
with his work on a history of the House of Bruns¬ 
wick. He had to be content with the exchange of 
letters and articles on philosophical problems with 
fellow philosophers and mathematicians. In his cor¬ 
respondence with Clarke, he attacked the absolute 
space and time of the Newtonian system, opposing 
to it liis own system of monads and relative space 
and time which he set out in more detail in the 
Discourse on Metaphysics and the Monadology. In hi.s 
correspondence with Arnauld, he defended his 
view of individuality and human and divine fice- 
dom to which Arnauld had objected on reading a 
summary of tlie Discourse. In his later years, Leib¬ 
niz was involved in a controversy with the friends 
of Newton as to the authorship of the Infinitesimal 
Calculus. There is no doubt that both Leibniz and 
Newton were working on the Calculus during the 
same period. It also seems clear that there was 
nothing unlikely in its simultaneous and independ¬ 
ent discovery. Many other mathematicians were 
working upon related ideas at th?t time. Further, 
there is no doubt that Leibniz’s notation was more 
convenient than that of Newton; in tact it is still 
in use. Leibniz was similarly unfortunate in ob¬ 
taining recognition for his original work in logic. 
In our day, he is largely valued for his original 
work on symbolic logic, but it was not until this 
century that it was known. His discoveries had to 
be made over again while his work lay buried 
in masses of manuscripts in the royal library at 
Hanover. Leibniz ended his life in a similar state of 
neglect. George I had refused to allow him to come 
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to England, telling him to attend to his duties as 
Librarian, and when Leibniz died in 1716, not a 
single member of the court of Hanover followed 
his body to the grave. The Academy of Berlin, of 
which Leibniz was founder and first President, ig¬ 
nored his death as did the Royal Society of London. 
The studied neglect of 1716 has given place to the 
admiration of the twentieth century for a man of 
originality and insight, with great capacity for the 
detailed working out of large and new ideas, 

Leibniz was a first class mathematician and sci¬ 
entist, sharing with Newton the honour of having 
discovered the infinitesimal calculus and contribu¬ 
ting the concept of kinetic energy to mechanics. 
He was also an excellent philosopher whose meta¬ 
physical system is peculiarly interesting to our 
generation in that it can also be interpreted as a 
system of logical doctrines. Leibniz established his 
basic positions with arguments drawTi from science, 
logic and metaphysics and believed that his “new 
principle, pre-established harmony**, was “proved** 
in all these disciplines, as well as in religious and 
moral theory. 

Leibniz’s account of substance as essentially ac¬ 
tive, arose out of his dissatisfaction with the ex¬ 
tended substance of the “new philosophy’* and his 
equal dissatisfaction with atoms and the void, and 
with the absolute space, time and matter of New¬ 
tonian mechanics. His objections to all these con¬ 
cepts were both scientific and metaphysical. He 
showed that Descartes’s formulation of the law’s 
of motion was scientifically unsound, and the view 
of the spatio-temporal world connected with it, 
with its view^ of motion as miraculously imparted 
to essentially inert matter, metaphysically un¬ 
satisfactory. He described “atoms of matter** as 
contrary to reason, since the “smallest particle of 
matter’* is an absurdity. If it is extended, then it is 
further divisible; if not, it is not “smallest”, in fact, 
not a particle of matter. Moreover, the laws of 
motion demand that the elements involved should 
be bearers of energy. No extended being can be 
active, nor can it be a true unity. Th^ only possible 
element must be a “simple substance, without 
parts”. This simple substance Leibniz called a 
monad. 

Since the monad has no parts, it is indestructible 
except by annihilation and can come into existence 
only by creation. It can produce no effect on anoth¬ 


er monad, so there is no causal interaction. (“The 
monad has no windows”). Since it is non-extended 
it is neither in space nor in time, and it is not 
material. Furthermore, since the only essential of 
a monad is that it should be active, all monads arc 
of the same kind. However, there is no doubt that 
the observed world which is the starting point for 
speculation about substance, appears to be spatio- 
temporal, and to have bodies moving about in it 
in causal relations with one another. It also appears 
that there are entities of different kinds, stones, 
plants, animals and men. These appearances are in 
Leibniz’s phrase, “well-founded**, in that they can 
be systematically connected with real properties of 
the system of monads, and it is suitable to use 
spatio-temporal descriptions in some contexts, to 
speak of change and causal connexion and of dif¬ 
ferent kinds of beings. 

The proper description connected with the ap¬ 
pearance of different kinds of things is of monads 
as varying in their degree of activity. There is an 
infinite series of monads ranging from tlic com¬ 
pletely active to the almost inert. No created 
monad is completely inactive, and none is com¬ 
pletely active, but those at the lower end of the 
scale would be mere matter, if there were any such 
thing. God is the only completely active monad, 
but it is not quite clear w^hether He is to be looked 
on as the chief monad, or whether His role as 
creator makes this an unsuitable description. The 
proper activity of monads is perceptiem, represen¬ 
tation or “mirroring”, to use Leibniz’s metaphor. 
“Perception” is applicable to stones and plants as to 
men and animals. (This was a current usage of 
“perception” in the seventeenth century. The lode- 
stone was said to perceive the iron and the sun¬ 
flower the sun, since they “changed in the neigh¬ 
bourhood of” the perceived body). All monads 
then, perceive in their varying degrees of clearness 
all other monads, so that though the monads arc 
simple substances, they have a multiplicity of a.s- 
pects, and the perceptions are true perceptions in 
that the monads were so created that their states 
would be in pre-established harmony with one 
another. Pre-established harmony is “proved” by 
the joint facts, the impossibility of interaction and 
the actuality of perception. The less active monads 
present the well-founded appearance of materiality 
though all monads are inactive to a certain extent, 
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and so possess “prime matter”. High and low grade 
monads mutually mirror one another, and every 
“body” is a colony of monads of varying degrees 
of activity in pre-established harmony, A human 
being is such a colony and the relation between 
mind and body is no longer the Cartesian miracle 
but part of the natural order, one case of the univer¬ 
sal mirroring. The history of each monad is the 
unfolding of its states in accordance with its own 
principle so that continued interaction is the ap¬ 
pearance of the unfolding of the states of each 
monad in harmony with the unfolding of the states 
of every other monad. Leibniz used the figures of 
two synchronised clocks and of two choirs singing 
from the same score to explain how there could be 
the appearance of interaction without the reality. 
He described the unfolding of the states as “ap- 
petition”, applicable equally to purposive human 
activity and to the moving of the iron towards the 
lodcstone and the sunflower towards the sun. 

Space is the well-founded appearance of the 
“order of possible co-cxistenccs” and time of the 
“order ofpossibilities which are inconsistent”. Space 
and time as conceived by mathematicians arc ab¬ 
stractions, etUij rntionis, their continuity the appear¬ 
ance of true continuity which belongs to the series 
of monads and to the scries of their successive states. 
'I’he monads form an infinite scries according to the 
principle of degree of activity, in which scries, each 
term differs by an infinitely little from the terms 
next to it. Similarly, successive states of a monad 
form a continuous series each according to its own 
principle. Leibniz described the **plenum'* of the 
universe with its two ordered series of compossibles 
and iricompatiblcs as the “actual infinite”. His 
space and time are not only infinitely divisible, but 
infinitely divided, not into the mathcmaticia:/s ab¬ 
stractions of atom, point and instant but into the 
“real beings”, the monads. 

In describing the scries of monads, Leibniz in¬ 
vokes his famous principle of the Identity of In- 
disccmibles. If two beings have exactly the same 
set of properties then they arc “indiscernible”, i.c. 
identical with one another. This is not open to the 
objection that two beings might have all the same 
properties but be in different places, because for 
Leibniz, the “place” of a monad is in the scrici. Its 
properties arc a function of its place, so that to have 
the same properties, the two beings would have 
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to be in the same place, i.e. be one and not two. 
Leibniz also invokes the principle in exhibiting 
absolute space and time as absurdities. These ab¬ 
solutes have meaning only as the place of material 
bodies. To place a body here rather than there in 
absolute space, earlier rather than later would pre¬ 
sent no true alternatives. The two states of affain 
in each case would be indiscernible, so that God in 
creating the world, could not make a rational 
choice. This objection is made in ii letter to Clarke, 
who defended the Newtonian system. Clarke re¬ 
plied that no reason is needed for God's choice 
other than His will, but Leibniz maintained that 
the principle of Sufficient Reason was valid not 
only in relation to the various parts of the world, 
but also in relation to the acts of God. For every 
matter of fact, there must be a sufficient reason w hy 
it is so and not otherwise. 

The doctrine of the monads is developed in the 
Monadoloj^Y* hut in the Discourse on Meiaphy^icSt 
Leibniz presented arguments drawn from the na¬ 
ture of propositions and their truth and falsity 
which lead him to the same conclusions. The Dis¬ 
course is an elaboration of a letter to Arnauld, 
presenting the outline of his logico-metaphysical 
.system. In it, Leibniz assumed a close relationship 
between matters of fact and the propositions which 
stated them. He wrote that for philosophers, logical 
reasons would be convincing, but that they would 
not be suitable for ordinary men. The logical 
counterpart of the arguments for simple suKstanccs 
w'as that every proposition is of the subje; t-pred- 
icatc form and that every true proposition has its 
predicate contained in its subject. Just as there is 
no interaction between monads, there arc no rela¬ 
tional propositions, and as a monad contains its 
states enfolded in it, so every true proposition con¬ 
tains its predicate in its subject. Leibniz’s logical 
calculus presupposes that in its most satisfactory 
formulation, a true proposition would have as its 
subject a name showing the analytic constitution 
of the subject and a name for one or more of these 
constituents as its predicate. Any true proposition 
is expressible in the form ABC is A (or AB or B 
or AC or C or ABC). This view is closely con¬ 
nected with Leibniz’s life-long search for a “umver- 
sal characteristic”, a language which could express 
truths established in any field, even in morals and 
aesthetics. False propositions in this language would 
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appear as mamfcst absurdities, ABC is not A, or 
not B and so on. Disagreement would then dis¬ 
appear, for calculation has taken the place of in¬ 
ference. 

The logical arguments aroused Arnauld’s com¬ 
plete dissatisfaction on metaphysical, religious and 
moral grounds. If every true proposition is analytic 
and the state of every monad contained in its con¬ 
cept, then human freedom is a myth and God 
constrained. Leibniz's reply was that every actual 
state of affairs has hypothetical but not absolute 
necessity. When God chose to create the actual 
Adam, everything that goes with him was created 
too, but God freely chose to create the actual 
Adam. Moreover, in creating the actual Adam, 
God had regard to all the free acts that would ever 
be performed by men, and adapted the whole state 
of affairs to them. Free and spontaneous activity is 
allowed for in the pre-established harmony of all 
monads and their states. All monads choose the 
best and their capacity to discern the best varies 
with the degree of clearness with which they mirror 
the world. God, with perfect knowledge and good¬ 
ness, freely chose to create this, the best of all 
possible worlds. 

This is one of the points at which Leibniz's sys¬ 
tem shows a fundamental inconsistency. Leibniz 
wanted both true contingency of matters of fact 
and yet such a complete system that the concept of 
every individual contained all that it was ever to 
become. He wanted to maintain a real distinction 
between mathematical and empirical propositions, 
the former true according to the principle of con¬ 
tradiction, and their opposites impossible, the latter 
true according to the principle of sufficient reason, 
but nevertheless, their opposites a manifest absur¬ 
dity. Men’s reasons for their acts “incline without 
nccessiuting*’ yet Leibniz maintained also, that the 
proposition “Julius Caesar did not cross the Rubi¬ 
con**, properly formulated by someone with com¬ 
plete knowledge of Julius Caesar and possessing an 
adequate language would appear as a self-con¬ 
tradiction. God who alone possesses complete con¬ 
cepts of each individual can “read off** any state of 
any monad from any other state of that or any 
other monad. The distinction that Leibniz certainly 
wished to maintain between the truths of logic and 
mathematics on the one hand and contingent truths 
on the other, was that the former are true of all 


possible worlds, the latter of this world only. The 
former depend on God's intellect but not on His 
will, but He wills that the latter shall be true in 
choosing to create this world. The true statements 
about this world form a system such that it is not 
possible that some of them should be true and the 
others false. Correspondingly, while it is abstractly 
possible that any part of the universe should be 
other than it is, no part can be other than it is and 
the other parts remain the same. A state of affairs 
must be not only possible, but also compossiblc 
with all other states of affairs. Leibniz provided a 
formal system by which possibilities as combina¬ 
tions of simples might be derived. He called this 
the “Combinatory Art", and it may be compared 
with a table of elements in chemistry. A formula 
for a possible combination of simples might guide 
discovery of a hitherto unknown entity. Used with 
a well chosen system of “names*', the combinatory 
art could provide an encyclopaedia of all know¬ 
ledge and a method of communication with people 
of all languages. (One would think that Leibniz's 
ideal might have at least been reached in modern 
mathematics and logic, but the fact remains that in 
order to follow the work of German mathemati¬ 
cians and Pohsh logicians, Anglo-Saxons have to 
learn a new set of formulae.) 

Leibniz's metaphysical system is completed by 
his proofs of the existence of God. The system of 
created monads is, in a sense, complete in itself, 
that is, it is necessarily as it is granted that any part 
of it exists. But no one part of it contains the 
reason for its own existence, so that the reason for 
its existence must lie in a being which does contain 
its own reason for existence, that is, in a necessary 
being, which we call God. This argument, the 
‘’cosmological argument”, appears in the Monad- 
ology and there is nothing in it which is peculiar 
to Leibniz. The rationalists, generally, take the 
existence of God as the necessary creating and sus¬ 
taining cause of the universe. Leibniz's formulation 
of the ‘‘ontological argument” is peculiar to him 
in two ways: he couples it with a new argument, 
from the existence of necessary truths, and he com¬ 
pletes it by a proof that the concept “God” is a 
possible concept. Hitherto, according to Leibniz, 
philosophers have succeeded in proving only, that 
if God's existence is possible, then it is necessary. 
The argument from the existence of necessary 
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truths presupposes that aU truths are *‘made true 
by’* facts of some sort. There is no difficulty with 
contingent truths - they are made true by empirical 
facts. What makes the truths of logic and math¬ 
ematics true? What do we know when we arc 
said to know them ? Leibniz’s answer is that wc are 
knowing the truths as they are present to the mind 
of God. God’s intellect is the “place” of the eternal 
truths. For contemporary philosophers, this is the 
solution of a pseudo-problem. Necessary truths arc 
not true of anything; they are cither analytic or 
self-contradictory and wc do not need to look 
beyond our own concepts for their validation. 

The ontological argument is preceded by a proof 
that the concept “perfect being” is possible. Leib¬ 
niz first distinguished properties which were per¬ 
fections from properties in the ordinary sense. A 
property is a perfection if it may be possessed in a 
superlative degree, and if its possession does not 
imply the ruling out of other properties. Spatial 
and temporal properties arc not perfections, since 
all superlatives involving them are self-contradic¬ 
tions, e.g. “greatest size”, “last event”, etc. Sensibly 
perceived properties arc not perfections since their 
ascription to an object carries with it the demal of 
other properties; to ascribe “red” to an object im¬ 
plies that it is not blue, not green, etc. “Good”, 
“wise”, “knowledgeable” arc all adjectives whose 
superlatives do not involve self-contradiction, so 
that they may be ascribed to the perfect being, who 
must possess all perfections in perfection. The con¬ 
cept “perfect being” is therefore a possible concept, 
and since existence is itself a perfection (assumed by 
Leibniz), “perfect being” is not only a possible con¬ 
cept, but actuahzed. At this point, Leibniz’s man¬ 
ner of thinking is exhibited as most alien to our 
own, but this difference may be detected m all 
stages of his system. Not only do contemporary 
philosophers deny that existence is a predicate, they 
deny also that an analysis of concepts can yield 
knowledge of the actual world. The identity of 
indiscernibles is treated as a logical statement, hav¬ 
ing no bearing on the constitution of the actual 
world, and Leibniz’s logical doctrine of proposi¬ 
tions remains a logical doctrine with no bearing on 
the nature of what there is in the world. This 
position may be summed up in the words of C. W. 
Morris, who says: “Leibniz’s rationalistic meta¬ 
physics, which came from the simple conversion of 
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formal logic into a metaphysics through the neglect 
of the criterion of the empirically meaningful, is, 
in terms of the present conception of the relation 
of logic to empiricism, no longer the necessary 
cosmological corollary of his logical doctrines.” 
Tliis is a fair statement of what, in Leibniz, modem 
philosophers find interesting. It is a distortion if 
taken as the keynote of Lcibnizian commenury. 
Wc might notice the words, “neglect of”. Wc 
cannot be said to neglect a criterion which we 
should^rejcct if explicitly offered to us. We might 
agree that if Leibniz had lived through philosoph¬ 
ical developments up to the present day he would 
now accept the criterion of the empirically mean¬ 
ingful, but this is to speculate. (r.l,s.) 

Leucippus, probably a native of Abdera, Greece, 
who lived about the middle of the fifth century 
B.c. Though of the greatest importance as the first 
to formulate the atomic theory he is a shadowy 
figure about whom wc have no detailed personal 
information and from whose work only one doubt¬ 
fully authentic sentence survives. Our earliest au¬ 
thorities usually refer to Leucippus in conjunction 
with Democritus; it is quite impossible therefore 
to determine what was the original contribution of 
each. It is however reasonable to beheve that Leu¬ 
cippus is in the tradition of the pre-Socratic 
Milesian philosopher-scientists, but his theory was 
designed to take notice of the criticisms of the 
Eleatic philosophers, with whom he was probably 
personally aquainted; in particular, the doctrine of 
tile void was intended to answer the Eleatic dif¬ 
ficulties about the notion of not-bcing, so that that 
which was not (the void) could be said to be (there 
was a void). The decisive importance of Leucippus 
in the history of thought is that he first proposed a 
completely mechanistic account of the world with¬ 
out reference to purpose or other teleological 
principles, and that he singled out as fundamental 
those properties of matter which can be the subject 
of quantitative science. (j.o.u.) 

Lewis, Clarence T, (1883-1964), bom at Stone- 
ham, Massachusetts; Professor of Philosophy at 
Harvard University until his retirement in 1953 * 
He made fundamental contributions to math¬ 
ematical logic and the theory of knowledge. His 
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major achievement in logic was the calculus of 
‘‘strict implication”, one of the first successful 
symbolic systems of “modal” logic. It is called a 
modal logic because it employs the modal term 
“impossible” in defining “p implies q* as “It is im¬ 
possible for both p and not-^ to be true”. Lewis 
developed his system as an alternative to Russell's 
system of “material implication” because the latter 
yields such “paradoxical” theorems as “A false 
proposition implies every proposition”, and does 
not capture the sense in which one proposition 
is commonly said to imply another. However, 
Lewis recognized that his and Russell's systems arc 
but two out of a large number of distinct but self- 
consistent calculi which can be constructed, none 
of which is intrinsically superior to the others. He 
therefore held that the sole ground of choice bet¬ 
ween them is the pragmatic one of greater con¬ 
venience in organizing our intellectual experience 
which may result from adopting one system rather 
than another. 

Lewis generahzed this claim in his pragmatic 
theory of the a priori. According to him, just as the 
map-maker must provide the principles of map¬ 
making m consonance with which he represents 
some territory on a map, so it is the mind which 
supplies the categories or prindples of interpreta¬ 
tion in terms of which it interprets the sensuous 
content of direct experience. The categories and 
the relations of entailment between them are thus 
a priori, but place no limitation upon the content of 
the sensuously given. On the other hand, there arc 
alternative systems of categories, just as there arc 
alternative logics and alternative principles of map¬ 
making. But a choice between these alternatives 
can be made only on the pragmatic ground that 
some categorial schema may be more convenient 
than are others for organizing experience with a 
view to achieving the practical objectives of human 
beings. 

However, so Lewis argued, every claim to 
knowledge of objective reality involves an inter¬ 
pretation of what is sensuously presented, and 
therefore makes a prediction concerning some fu¬ 
ture consequence of what is presented. To claim, 
for example, that the round rosy thing in my visual 
field is an apple, is to assert among many other 
items that if I were to bite into that thing I would 
experience a characteristic taste. But since such pre- 
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diedve judgments may be erroneous, Lewis con¬ 
cluded that all empirical knowledge is only prob¬ 
able. He then outlined a conception of probability 
(it turned out to be akin to Carnap's notion of log¬ 
ical probability) which he believed is relevant to 
this context of discussion. Lewis also applied the 
main principles emerging from his general account 
of knowledge to some outstanding issues in ethics, 
and claimed that judgments about moral values 
can be as objective as are judgments about matters 
of fact. (e.n.) 

Libertarianism is the thesis which attempts to 
vindicate the freedom of the will and responsi- 
bihty for action by denying the principle of 
determinism at least in the case of some spheres 
of human activity. It is not easy to state this thesis 
in a positive way. If it be said that human actions 
are uncaused it might seem that they are attributed 
to pure chance, in which case it would be absurd 
to attribute responsibility to the agent. If we arc 
to be held responsible for actions it would seem 
that in some way they must arise out of our char¬ 
acter; indeed it is often easy to predict the actions 
of people whom we know well on the basis of 
their character, and this is not naturally taken to 
diminish their responsibility. But if we say that 
action is determined by character we are not 
responsible for our inherited character or for the 
environment by which that character is modified. 
Thus the Ubertarian is faced with a double prob¬ 
lem; he has to justify rejection of the deterministic 
thesis and yet when he has rejected it he has no 
obvious alternative explanation of action which 
would preserve responsibility. It is in faa custom¬ 
ary for libertarians to use such language as “a creat¬ 
ive act of will” but it is not clear diat such expres¬ 
sions can be used to do more than affirm choice 
without explaining it. (j.O.u.) 

Locke, John (1632-1704), bom at Wrington, in 
Somerset, England, the son of a lawyer of no great 
distinction. He was sent to Westminster School at 
the age of fourteen, and after staying there a rather 
unusually long time he secured a place at Christ 
Church, Oxford, in 1652. There he was trained in, 
was influenced by, but heartily disliked, the lifeless 
and obsolete philosophical orthodoxy of the day. 
He took the degree of B.A. in 1656, of M.A. in 



1658, and in 1659 he was elected to a Senior Stu¬ 
dentship in his coUege ~ an office supposed to be 
tenable for life, though Locke was actually dis¬ 
possessed, on political grounds, in 1684. 

In the early years after his election, Locke’s main 
interests appear to have been scientific. Through 
his friciidslup with Sir Robert Boyle, who was in 
Oxford from 1654 to 1668, he was brought into 
close and practical contact with current work m 
physics and chemistry, and on his own account he 
had taken to the study of medicine. In fact he 
obtained, though with some difficulty, a medical 
degree from his University, and, in 1674, a faculty 
to practise medicine. His interest in pliilosophy, 
however, was eventually rc-awakened by the study 
of Descartes; and Descartes* influence is clearly 
d ri iiible, .Tiiiong many others, in the vocabulary 
an ' ' he pi e-occupations, if not often in the conclu¬ 
sions of Locke’s own philosophical work. 

His connection whth Lord Asliley, afterwards 
Earl of Shaftesbury, began in 1666. They first met 
by chance in Oxford, but by the middle of the 
following year Locke had become one of Asliley’s 
most esteemed friends and advisers, partly as his 
physician, but also generally on public affairs. In 
1671 Locke composed two short drafts of what 
was to grow, over the next twenty years, into his 
Lssay comcrtiifij^ Human Understanding, but lor the 
present he was deeply engaged in the private and 
political affairs of his patron, who became Lord 
Chancellor in 1O72. In 1680, after many vicis¬ 
situdes m the scheming Shaftesbury’s fortunes, and 
several journeys abroad for the sake of liis own 
health, Locke was back in Oxford; but in 1683, 
after his patron’s death in extreme political dis¬ 
favour, Locke judged it prudent to retire to Hol¬ 
land, in the comparatively calm and libcidl at¬ 
mosphere of which he passed, to the great profit 
of his writings, the next five years. Henceforward, 
after the Whig revolution of 1688, he rapidly be¬ 
came a celebrated national figure. His Essay and 
his Two Treatises of Government both appeared in 
1690; and until 1700, when his health became pre¬ 
carious, he both wrote much on current issues of 
controversy and held various active political ap¬ 
pointments. In that year he brought out a fourtli 
edition of his Essay. 

Locke’s Essay, by far his most important work, 
is a vast, untidy composition, bearing all too clearly 
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in its wanderings and repetitions the signs of having 
been written piecemeal over a period of many 
years. Its style is sober and, usually, clear; but 
Locke was not careful over points of detail, not 
always consistent witli liimself, and by no means 
rigorous in working out the full consequences of 
his position. Nevertheless, there are many philo¬ 
sophical problems on which liis remarks continue 
to provide at least a valuable starting-point; and 
the great and immediate celebrity of his work is a 
sign of, at least, the historical appositencss of its 
appearance, and perhaps also of the general accept¬ 
ability of its point of view. 

Locke’s official concern is with epistemology, 
the theory of knowledge; his purpose is, as he puts 
it, “to inquire into the origm, certainty, and 
extent of human knowledge, together with the 
grounds and degrees of Behcf, Opinion, and As¬ 
sent*’, However, underlying this official “analyt¬ 
ic’’, clarificatory programme, and greatly influ¬ 
encing its course, is the unsystematic and indeed 
almost unconscious statement of what can junly 
be regarded as a meuphysical doctrine. Locke very 
properly believed that philosophers ought not to 
proceed in total disregard of the natural sciences; 
he believed that they ought to take account of the 
impact of scientific discoveries upon their own be¬ 
liefs, and on the ordinary opinions of “common 
sense”. But, half unwittingly, he went in fact much 
further than this. He evidently believed, oi even 
assumed, that the world is really and fundamen¬ 
tally what the physicist says it is, no more and no 
less - that the answer to questions about the nature 
of tlic world, is the answer a physicist would pro¬ 
vide. He even adapts to this conviction a fragment 
of the medieval apparatus which he had reluc¬ 
tantly acquired in his student days: the “nominal 
essence” of a substance, he says, consists merely in 
those observable qualities which determine the 
ordinary application of its name; its “red/ essence”, 
on the other hand, consists in the physical structure 
of its “insensible parts”. In this and in many other 
passages, Locke in effect erects the current phy¬ 
sicists* atomic, or “corpuscular”, theory of matter 
into the ultimate metaphysical truth. It was, in¬ 
cidentally, this aspect of Locke’s position which was 
regarded by Berkeley as most odious, dangerous, 
and mistaken; on the other hand, it of course fitted 
in with, and no doubt also contributed to, that 
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half-unconscious acceptance of the scientific 
“world-outlook” which has been, since the seven¬ 
teenth century, so marked a feature of European 
civilization. 

The general picture of the world which Locke 
thus took for granted may be summarised as 
follows: the physical universe really consists of 
indefinitely many material bodies, wliich arc 
composed of corpuscles, or “insensible particles” - 
these particles in turn being conceived of as very 
small bodies. This whole system operates mechan¬ 
ically; Locke sometimes actually refers to ordinary 
objects as “machines”, and he says also that impact, 
or “impulse”, is “the only way which we can 
conceive bodies operate in”. Now besides this 
system of meclianically interacting material bodies 
there exist also, Locke believes, immaterial sub¬ 
stances, some at least of which are associated, in a 
manner not clearly understood, with particular 
material things, namely human bodies. These bod¬ 
ies have certain physical features known as sense- 
organs; and it is a fact, and in Locke’s view a fact 
not further explicable, that when these sense- 
organs are stimulated - mechanically of course - 
the resultant motion “produces in us those different 
sensations which we have”, or “produces in our 
minds... particular ideas”. In addition to such 
“ideas of sensation”, we acquire further “ideas of 
reflection” from “the perception of the operations 
of our minds within us, as it is employed about the 
ideas it has got”. These ideas together, Locke holds, 
supply the whole of the material of consciousness, 
experience, perception, and thought; all arc derived 
“from experience” (the vague but fundamental 
tenet of empiricism); and “we can have know¬ 
ledge no farther than we have ideas”. 

Thus the mind, Locke says, “in all its thoughts 
and reasonings, hath no other immediate object 
but its own ideas, which it alone does or can con¬ 
template”. This conviction leads - though Locke 
docs not follow it - to serious difficulties both as to . 
perception and as to knowledge. As to perception, 
it is of course possible, on Locke’s principles, to ask 
whether the “ideas” of which we are said to be 
aware in our minds do in fact faitlifully represent 
to us the character of their causes, “external” mate¬ 
rial things. Locke’s own answer to this question is 
that, in part, they do: our ideas of “primary qual¬ 
ities” - “solidity, extension, figure, motion or rest, 


and number” - do represent to us qualities that 
bodies do really possess. Ideas of “secondary” qual¬ 
ities, on the other hand - “as colours, sounds, 
tastes, etc.” - are merely modes in which bodies 
happen to appear to organisms constituted as we 
are; there is “in truth notliing in the objects th'-ni- 
selvcs, but powers to produce various sensations in 
us by their primary qualities, that is, by the bulk, 
figure, texture, and motion of their insensible 
parts”. In making this distinction Locke gives 
striking expression to his conviction that the world 
really is nothing but a physical mechanism; it will 
be observed that the qualities he asserts to be real¬ 
ly “in” bodies are precisely those relevant to their 
mechanical behaviour. However, he seems not to 
notice the difficulty that, if we can “contemplate” 
only our own ideas, it is at least not apparent how 
we could ever decide what relations hold between 
these and “external” bodies; how could we tell 
that our ideas were faithful representatives in any 
respect, if we can never contemplate that wliich 
they represent to us ? It was indeed urged by Berke¬ 
ley that, on Locke’s view, we should have no 
sohd ground even for the conviction that any “ex¬ 
ternal” bodies exist; still less, then, is Locke in a 
position to assert so confidently that those bodies 
really do have certain qualities, but only appear to 
have others. 

Locke’s difficulties as to knowledge arc some¬ 
what similar. Defining knowledge as “the percep¬ 
tion of the connexion and agreement, or disagree¬ 
ment and repugnancy, of any of our ideas”, he is 
first obliged to add the inconsistent rider that our 
ideas must be perceived also to “agree with the 
reality of things”, and then to evade the resulting 
question as to how, on his principles, this latter 
perception can occur. He sometimes appears to 
hold that knowledge, strictly speakings can be only 
of the relations between ideas; but even if so, it is 
not clear how he could consistently admit that 
even so much as a wcU-grounded opinion could 
be achieved as to the relation between ideas and 
“the reality of things”. 

It will be observed that these major difficulties 
in Locke’s position derive alike from his basic 
principle, that we can be actually - “immediately” 
- aware only of the contents of our own minds. It 
is in this way that ideas, in his system, become what 
lias been described as an “iron curtain” between 
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the observer and the world. And it is important 
to notice that this principle was not, as Locke seems 
to have supposed, forced on him by his adherence 
to scientific theory. For the scientific account of 
perception addresses itself to the question, how 
perception occurs ~ the orthodox answer being, in 
Locke’s day, that it occurs by means of the mechani¬ 
cal operation of “insensible particles’* upon the 
sense-organs. Now this is not an answer to the 
question, what it is that is really perceived. It may 
be that some occurrence “in the mind” is the last 
item in the causal transaction between the observer 
and his environment; but it does not follow that 
what occurs in his mind is all that he really ob¬ 
serves. To suppose that this does follow is to fall 
into one of the classic misunderstandings of sci¬ 
entific theory -* one which, to some extent by the 
force of Locke’s example, has constantly recurred 
in the liistory of pliilosophy. 

Locke’s political writings were for the most part 
avowedly directed towards supplying a theoretical 
justification for the political views of those who 
wished to overthrow the arbitrary government of 
the Stuarts, and to replace it by a monarchy of 
strictly limited powers. Of lus Two Treatises of 
Government, the first is a successful refutation of a 
view that scarcely deserved such extended notice. 
Locke’s target here is the absolutist theory, not, 
unfortunately, of the powerful Hobbes, but of the 
zealous Royalist Sir Robert hihncr. Filmer had 
argued that the authority of a king is identical 
with that of a father over his children, and is de¬ 
rived directly from God’s grant of such authority 
to Adam. Locke gravely points out, first, that a 
father’s authority over lus children is not absolute, 
at least when they become adult; second, that the 
relation between a king and his subjects is not 
genuinely analogous with that between a father 
and his children; and third, that it would in any 
case be a matter of some difficulty to trace the 
direct descent of patriarchal authority from Adam 
to Charles II. It is in the second Treatise that Locke 
states his own case. 

In the exposition of his political principles Locke 
adopted die pscudo-liistorical convention of the 
period. He describes, purporting to trace an actual 
process, societies as emerging from a pristine “state 
of nature’’, as a result of a “contract” made among 
individuals jointly to submit themselves, for the 
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sake of certain advantages, to a ruler or rulers. 
Now Hobbes had argued that, in such a case, the 
designated ruler could only be absolute; if any 
members of society were to be effectively re¬ 
strained, the ruler must have absolute power over 
all. Locke argues against diis, first, that the ruler’s 
rights are limited, as are those of everyone, by the 
“law of nature”; and second, that in any case his 
powers are assigned to liim as a trust for the good 
of the members of society, and hence can properly 
be taken away again if that trust is broken. Though 
thus opposed to authoritarianism, Locke was of 
course in no sense a democrat. He had no uncritical 
faith m elected assemblies, still less in the populace 
at large; he did not envisage universal suffrage. 
He believed that monarchy was certainly the best 
political arrangement possible, provided that some 
assembly could hold the monarch to the terms of 
his trust, and itself be in some degree answerable to 
the people. Unlike Hobbes, he did not think it 
essential that any person or persons in society 
should be a centre of final sovereignty, and a^!e in 
the last resort to settle all disputes. 'Lhis, no doubt, 
was because, unlike Hobbes, he believed in tlic 
rational basis of the principles of conduct, and 
believed also that human beings were rational 
enough to be trusted, with ccruiii safeguards, to 
follow those principles. This made it possible for 
liiin to rely upon some measure of enlightened co¬ 
operation m political affairs. 

It may perhaps be said, in summary of the above, 
that Locke’s real acliievcment was to bring togeth¬ 
er most of the threads of the “advanced” tliinking 
of his time. In his philosophy he seemed to have 
escaped from the mazes of minute and insignificant 
subtlety into which the scholastic tradition had 
degenerated; to have taken account of the new 
stirrings of Cartcsianism; and aoove all to have 
brought philosophy firmly into line with the latest 
and best in scientific theory. The general picture 
of the world, against the background of which 
Locke pursued Ids epistemological inquiries, was, 
as has been said, exactly that of the seventeenth ~ 
and eighteenth-century physicist; and there is little 
doubt that Loefe’s views owed much of their 
prestige to their declared alliance with the flourish¬ 
ing physical sciences. The fact that those views 
embodied serious misunderstandings was soon ob¬ 
served by philosophical critics, notably b) fierke- 
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Icy and Leibniz; they expressed so exactly, how¬ 
ever, the spirit of the age, that they easily rurvived 
such criticism. Moreover, there is of course merit 
enough in Locke’s many discussions of particular 
problems to ensure that he should still be read with 
close attention, as being at least in the historical 
mainstream of modem philosophy in the English 
language. 

In his political theory also, unadventurous as it 
may seem, and artificially presented as it undoubt¬ 
edly is, Locke was giving clear expression to the 
enlightened opimon of his day. It is true that his 
theory is presented as stating the conditions to be 
satisfied by any good society at any time ; but in 
fact - not surprisingly - its real contribution was to 
the political thought of his own society and age. 
The seventeenth century in English politics was a 
period in which the character and role of kingship, 
or more generally the character and relations of 
ruler and subject, were topics of incessant uncer¬ 
tainty, conflict, and debate; that age was, even 
more than most, an age of transition. It can hardly 
be said that Locke contributed directly to the 
comparatively enduring settlement of 1688, but he 
did express die thought of those who worked for 
that setdement. In this also he w^as the embodiment 
of his age, and in his good sense, sobriety and devo¬ 
tion to reason, he remains a justly admired rep¬ 
resentative of it. (g.j.w.) 

Logic, (i) Logic may be defined as the theory of the 
conditions of valid inference or, more shortly, as 
the theory of proof. Some remarks arc necessary 
about diis rough definition if it is not to be mis¬ 
leading. Inference is a process by which we pass 
from a belief in one or more statements (the prew- 
ijcs) to a belief in a further statement (the conclu¬ 
sion) whose truth, if the inference is a good one, is 
either guaranteed or at least made probable by the 
truth of the premises. Inference is therefore a men¬ 
tal process and it might be thought that this means 
that logic is concerned with the processes of thought 
and so connected in some way with psychology. 
This is not so. The study of the conditions of valid 
inference does not involve studying any processes 
of thought. At least in the case of strict deductive 
proof with which we are chiefly concerned, it is 
the formal or structural properties of arguments in 


which we are interested. What this involves will be 
made clear below. 

In its early stages, logic may be considered as a 
natural history of arguments. Just as the biologist 
studies the structure and working of plants and 
animals and tries to see how difterent species aie 
related to each other, so the logician studies the 
structure and working ot dificrent types of argu¬ 
ment and tries to relate them together systematic¬ 
ally. But the logician is interested only in those 
features of arguments in virtue of which they arc 
admitted to be valid. It is clear that we all rely on 
inference to provide much of cur knowledge and 
that our inferences may be more or less reliable. 
At any rate, we all distinguish, at a common sense 
level, between good inferences and bad ones 
though w'c may not fmd it easy to say what vve 
mean by a satisfactory inference, still less to codify 
the rules which distinguish good inferences from 
bad. It is one of the tasks of logic to provide a 
systematic way of making these distinctions. 

This is however only one of its tasks. In Greek 
and medieval times, logicians were interested main¬ 
ly in the classification and working of arguments. 
And part of the interest of modern symbolic logi¬ 
cians has been to give a more detailed and complete 
account than their precedessors had provided of 
the various kinds of valid arguments and their con¬ 
nexions. An equally important task of logic, at 
least since the work of Frege has been the critical 
examination of mathematical concepts and meth¬ 
ods. As mathematical proofs are a particularly 
striking and successful kind of proof, their study 
falls under the general heading of the theory of 
proof. But this aspect of logic, important as it is, 
is highly technical and difficult. No further ref¬ 
erence will be made to it here where we shall be 
concerned only with elementary and practical as¬ 
pects of logic. But it is necessary to remember that 
modern developments in logic (which now con- 
.stitute the main body of the science) arc almost 
entirely due to the work of mathematicians. This 
fact will explain the highly formal character of its 
methods. 

Two main types of inference have interested 
logicians, deductive and inductive. Well known ex¬ 
amples of deductive inference arc the geometry of 
EucUd or syUogisms such as; (1) If all mammals 
are warm bloo^d and all mammals suckle their 
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young, then some warm blooded creatures suckle 
tlicir young. 

That a deductive argument is valid is a guarantee 
that the conclusion caimot be talsc il the preimscs 
arc true. 'I'hc conclusion ioUovvs rigorously troni 
the premises so that it is impossible, without self- 
contradiction, for anyone to athrm the premises 
together with the negation of the conclusion. It is 
part of the task of logic (and a matter of some 
ditiicuky) to give a complete and satisfactory ac¬ 
count of the conditions under winch a j.tatcmcnt 
can be said to be inferable from, dcducible from or 
entailed by others. Many logicians would say that 
the concepts of proof and valid inference arc best 
restricted to cover only tliosc cases tiiat conform 
to the rules of deductive logic. However that may 
be, the process ot inductive inference has received 
a good deal ot attention from logicians. A brief 
account of sonic ot us problems will be given m 
Section Vi below. ScLtions 11 to V iclatc to 
deductive or formal logic. 

n 

It has been a common practice of logicians since 
the time ot Aristotle, wlio founded the science, 
to use symbolic devices for the expression and 
study ot argumcnis. I'his is because log’ 'ans arc 
not mterested in particular arguments oi the or¬ 
dinary linguistic expressions into which they arc 
cast or in the subject matter ot arguments, ihey 
arc interested rather m the general rules governing 
the validity ot arguments and therefoie m cliose 
features of arguments which arc relevant to their 
validity. These features arc structui al ones, the form 
or skeleton of an argument which i.s often blurred 
or concealed by the way it is expressed m ordinary 
language. By the study of argument structure, the 
enormous divcisity of rcasomngs on all soils ol 
topics and in all sorts of languages can be reduced 
to standard patterns winch can be systematically 
related together. I'hat the validity of a deductive 
argument depends upon its structure (or logical 
form) and not upon its subject matter can be seen 
intuitively in the following examples, (2) and (3) 
below can be seen on inspection to be vahd al¬ 
though they arc concerned with different matters: 

(2) If no metals are soluble in water and some 
crystalline substances are metals, then some crys¬ 
talline substances are not soluble in w ater. 


Logic 

3) If no Cliristians are pantheists and some mys¬ 
tics are Christians, then some mystics are not 
pantheists. 

I'hc logical form common to both can be rep¬ 
resented thus: 

(4) if no A’s are B’s and some C’s are A’s, tlien 
some C’s arc not B’s. 

Here the terms relating to the subject matter of 
these syllogisms have been replaced by variables, 
that IS symbols tliat do not themselves name or 
refer to things or properties but can, like pronouns, 
stand for (and may be leplaccd by) words or 
phrases referring to thmgs or properties. They can 
be looked on as just a convement way of marking 
blank spaces in the ioim oi the argument, to be 
filled 111 at will with suitable terms. We could 
(rather less convcmcntly) write (4) as: 

(5) It no • ' • aic-and some * are • • • 

then some ♦ ♦ 4 arc not-. 

the different ways of tilling in the blanks bcir.g 
merely devices tor Jabclling tiic positions of pohsibie 
terms. .Such labelling is obviously required it the 
logical form is to be preserved. 1 lie use of variables 
is familiar to most people in the use of ,v, y and 
so on in school algebra. 

Aristotle introduced the use of variables into 
logic in Ins treatment of the syllogism, partly, as it 
seems, to be able to foimuiatc rules ot logic that 
were universally true. Modern logic uses symbols 
other than variables, just as mathematics dues, and 
some ot these uses will be explained below. Mean- 
wdnie, It IS worth noting tliat the use of symbols in 
formulating logical expressions has important ad- 
Tantages besides the exhibiiion of logical form 
and the statement of general rules. '1 heir use brmgs 
a clarity and conciseness into logic without winch 
little progress could be made. Ihis can be appre¬ 
ciated if we con.sidcr how cl urns; and inconveiuent 
It would be to paraphrase in ordinary language 
even a simple algebraic expression like: 

[x-j- y)'^(x-zxy-j- y^) 

The development ot logic, like tliat of mathema¬ 
tics, depends on having available a concise and apt 
symbolism for its concepts and operations. 

Ill 

The basic branch of logic is the logic of proposi¬ 
tions or, as it IS oticn called, the proposiuonal 
calculus, rliis was not the first part of logic to be 
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developed. Aristotle paid little attention to it. And 
though Stoic logicians in ancient times and ^'omc of 
the medicvals made contributions to this part of 
logic, its systematic development is the work of 
G. Frege, C. S. Peirce and modern logicians. The 
propositional calculus treats arguments whose basic 
constituents are propositions. The word ‘'proposi¬ 
tion*' may be taken here to be synonymous with 
the phrase “indicative sentence". The defining 
property of a proposition for this purpose is that 
it must be cither true or false and cannot be both. 
Thus questions or commands do not qualify as 
propositions. A typical example of a simple prop¬ 
ositional argument is: 

(6) If smoking is not a cause of cancer, then 
statistical correlations are not a reliable sign of 
causal coimcxion. But statistical correlations arc a 
reliable sign of causal connexion. Therefore, smok¬ 
ing is a cause of cancer. 

Its logical form may be shown by replacing the 
proposition “smoking is a cause of cancer*’ by “p** 
and “statistical correlations are a reliable sign of 
causal connexion’* by “^** and rewriting as follows: 

(7) If, if not-p then not-^, and q, then p. 

'7) which exhibits the logical form of (6) is an 
iTgument-form which becomes a concrete argument 
f the variables “p** and arc replaced by partic- 
ilar propositions. And since this form is a valid 
me, whatever propositions we put for “p** and 
‘^** will yield a valid argument. 

In general, propositional arguments can all be 
conveniently symbolised by putting variables, p, 
7, f,... for the constituent propositions and finding 
further symbols for the words and phrases that 
bind the propositions together into their logical 
form. In (7). these words arc “if .,. then.. .**, 
“and** and “not**. They arc called m logic proposi¬ 
tional connectives or logical constants and their sym¬ 
bolic equivalents in the commonly used notation 
of Russell and Whitehead's Principia Mathematica 
arc: 

not ^ 
and . 

if... then .. D 

A further commonly occurring constant is: 
or v 

(here to be read in the inclusive sense of “or”, that 
is, “p V q** means “either p oc q and possibly both 
arc true”). 
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Thus (7) becomes under further translation: 

(8) ((~pD q)Z)p 

Brackets are used here to show the scope of the 
logical constants. For example, (8) read without 
brackets would be ambiguous and could be under¬ 
stood in a number of different ways. Brackets or 
other similar devices are necessary to show the 
binding force of the constants. 

All the argument forms of propositional logic 
can be expressed in symbolic form with the aid 
of this set of signs. 

IV 

Two problems arise once we have a method of 
formalizing propositional arguments: 

(i) How do we distinguish the valid argument 
forms from the invalid? 

(ii) How can we prove new valid formulas on 
the basis of those we already know to be valid? 

(i) raises what is called the decision problenL At 
this level of logic, it can be solved easily enough. 
One simple decision procedure is die method of 
truth tables. By this method, we first list all the 
possible combinations of truth and falsity for the 
constituent propositions of the argument form in 
question. There will be 2** of these where n is the 
number of different propositions. For (8), there 
arc 2^ or 4 such combinations; p and q both true, 
p true and q false, p false and q true and p and q both 
false. We then find the truth value of the whole 
expression for each of these four cases. This is done 
by applying the definitions of the logical connec¬ 
tives in terms of truth values. These definitions may 
be set out in a tabular form as follows: 


p 

Ll 

r^p 

q 

p.q 

pyq 

pDq 

T 

T 


F 

T 

T 

T 

T 

F 


T 

F 

T 

F 

F 

T 

T 1 

F 

F 

T 

T 

F 

LU 

T 

T 

F 

F 

T 


Applying these rules to (8), we complete the 
truth-table in four stages, as follows; 

Stage 1. We set out the truth-values of the negated 
and unnegated variables in columns according to 
the rules: 




(i^pDr^q) .q)Dp 
F F T T 

F TFT 

T F T F 

T T F F 

I 234 

Stajie 2. Wc complete the column under the logical 
constant of narrowest scope according to the rules 
for above: 

((~pD~q.q)Dp 
F T F T T 

F T T F T 

T F F T F 

T T T F F 

1523 4 

Stage 3. We complete the column under the logical 
constant of next widest scope, i,c.. wc join columns 

5 and 3 according to the rule for : 

[(^pO^q) . q)]3p 
F T F TT T 

F T T F F T 

T F F F T F 

T T T F F F 

15263 4 

Stage 4. Lastly, we complete the final colur under 
the logical constant of widest scope joining columns 

6 and 4 according to the rules for 

[(^pD^^q) . q]Dq 

F T F TT TT 

F T T F F T T 

T F F F T TF 

T T T F F TF 

I 52 6374 

It will be seen that the argument form comes out 
true for aU its truth-possibilities. This is the char¬ 
acteristic of a valid formula of the calculus of 
propositions, an invalid one reducing to F for at 
least one of its combinations of truth values. 

But a decision procedure merely tells us of any 
argument form taJten at random whether or not it 
is valid. It provides no means of proving new 
formulas or of relating valid formulas together 
into a system. A standard method for this is to 
construct an axiom system in which all the valid 
formulas of the calculus can be deduced from a 
small number of formulas (the axioms) uken as a 
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starting point. (A very imperfect but well known 
example of an axiom system is the geometry of 
Euclid). Deduction consists m operating on the 
axioms and on the formulas derived from them in 
accordance with the rules of the system. These 
rules must specify what symbols may be used and 
how they may be combined (Rules of Formation) 
and what manipulation of the axioms and derived 
formulas is permitted (Rules of Transformation). 
Axioms may be chosen in any convenient way 
provided that the set we select is consistent, that is 
to say. yields only valid formulas. It should also, if 
possible, be “complete*' or be capable of yielding 
all the valid formulas of the system. Proofs must 
be found that these conditions of consistency and 
completeness are satisfied. For the calculus of 
propositions, this can be done without much 
difficulty. 

v 

The logic of propositions is only the first level of 
logic and most arguments cannot be expressed in 
its symbolism or tested by its methods. For exam¬ 
ple, even so elementary an argument as (2) above 
cannot be adequately formalised as an argument 
form of the propositional calculus. (Most syllo¬ 
gisms can be expressed in a calculus of properties 
which is an alternative interpretation of the cal¬ 
culus of propositions, presence or absence of a 
property being treated as analogous to truth or 
falsity of a proposition. But this cannot be devel¬ 
oped into a general logic of predicates.) And a 
slightly more complex but still elementary ex¬ 
ample: 

(9) If A is larger than B and B is larger than C. 
then A is larger than C. 

introduces still further complications. 

An argument in the form ol ^2), that is (4), is 
clearly valid but it is not valid in virtue of its 
propositional form. For it is clear that: 

(10) (p . q) 3 r 

is not a valid form of the calculus of propositions. 
(2) is valid in virtue of the internal structure of its 
constituent propositions. More particularly, it is 
valid because of tlic way in which the words “all**, 
“some** and “not** and the descriptive phrases (or 
predicates) “metals**, “solublein water** and 'crys¬ 
talline substances** link the premises with each 
other and with the conclusion. To formalize such 
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arguments we need, in addition to the symbolic 
apparatus of the lofc,ic of propositions, the follow¬ 
ing further signs: 

(i) variables jc, y, . standing for individuals 

(ii) signs for predicates, F. G, H,.. . These may 
stand for monadic predicates, like “blue*’, “square”, 
dyadic predicates like “larger than”, “loves” which 
need two individuals to complete their occurrence, 
triadic predicates like “between”, “lends” and so on. 

(iii) quantifiers: (a) the universal quantifier, “(.v)”, 
read “for all ars” 

(b) the existential quantifier, “(Hx)”, read 
“There is an x such that.. 

With this additional apparatus, (2) can then be 
formalised: 

(11) ((x) (FxD-X}x) . (Ex) (Hx . Fx))D 
(Ex) (Hx. --Gx) 

and (9) can be formalized: 

(12) W M W (Fxy . ?yz)3 (Fx?) 

We are faced again in the predicate calculus with 
the same two problems that we met in the logic of 
propositions, the problems of finding a decision 
procedure and of constructing a satisfactory axiom 
system. There arc axiom systems for the predicate 
calculus for which proofs of consistency and com¬ 
pleteness can be given. But it has been proved (by 
Professor A. Church) that no general decision 
procedure is possible for this part of logic although 
decision methods can be devised for important 
fragments of it. 

These are still comparatively elementary levels 
of logic and if is easy to find sentences which can¬ 
not be formalized by this apparatus. (For example: 
“There is only one god” or “24-2= 4”). These 
must be uken care of by still further developments 
of logical technique which we can only mention 
here. 

VI 

Reference was made in section I to the study of 
inductive arguments. The basic importance of such 
arguments both in common sense reasoning and in 
natural science makes it necessary for logic to take 
account of them. Broadly speaking ii proof by in¬ 
ductive methods is one which seeks to establish a 
general statement by considering a sample of the 
particular cases falling under it. This type of rea¬ 
soning in which inference proceeds “from the 
known to the unknown” is called ampliative or 


problematic induction. (It is much the most impor¬ 
tant of the various types of induction distinguished 
by logicians and the only one which will be con¬ 
sidered here.) Wc may conclude, for example, that 
all green plants form starch in the presence of light 
on the basis of observations made on a limited 
number of specimens of a limited number of spe¬ 
cies. Since we go beyond our evidence in reaching 
the conclusion, the conclusion may turn out to be 
false. At any rate, it appears that such conclusions 
never follow rigorously from their premises. 
Whereas a deductive argument is either valid or 
invalid, the conclusion being either completely 
guaranteed by the premises or not at all, in an in¬ 
ductive argument the evidence will give more or 
less support for the conclusion but cannot guar¬ 
antee it completely. Earlier logicians, in particular, 
J. S. Mill, thought that induction could be made to 
yield certain conclusions with the help of suitable 
ancillary premises to be provided by philosophical 
argument. But since the work of W. S. Jevons 
(1874) it has been generally accepted that inductive 
arguments cannot guarantee certain conclusions. 

The mere fact that wc tend to make generaliza¬ 
tions on the basis of our past experience does not of 
itself present a problem for logicians. All animals 
capable of learning show in their behaviour an ex¬ 
pectation that future events will resemble past ones 
and that unobserved instances will resemble those 
w^hich have been observed. The tendency to gen¬ 
eralize is merely a fact of biology. It turns out 
however that some of our expectations about the 
future course of nature are justified by events and 
some arc not. And it is clearly a matter of great 
importance to have'procedures for distinguishing in 
advance expectations and generalizations that arc 
well-founded from those that are not. The main 
task of inductive logic is therefore the study of the 
critical checks which are necessary to discipline our 
proncncss to generalize. 

Natural science provides us with a large body of 
well established and closely knit generalizations of 
various kinds and so offers us a model of inductive 
reasoning. The influence of this model has been 
such that the phrase “inductive logic” has come to 
be synonymous with “the logic of science”. And it 
is interesting to note that the earliest important 
study of inductive reasoning was made by Francis 
Bacon at a time when the experimental study of 
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nature was beginning to play a significant role in 
the intellectual life of Europe. There is no doubt 
that the study of scientific methods and techniques 
is the surest guide to a correct view of inductive 
reasoning. 

The example of natural science shows that to 
arrive at justified generalizations about nature is not 
the only aim of inductive reasoning. A major func¬ 
tion of scientific reasoning is explanation. And an 
important part of inductive logic is the analysis of 
the notion of the explanation of natural phenom¬ 
ena. Indeed the existence of regularities or uniform¬ 
ities in nature has often been established in the 
course of seeking an explanation of some apparent¬ 
ly exceptional observed event. It was in this way, 
for example, that attempts to explain Galvani's ob¬ 
servation of a mysterious contraction in the muscle 
of a dead frog led to the formulation of laws about 
the behaviour of electric currents. 

The logic of induction has had two main lines of 
development, the study of devices for eliminating 
irrelcvancies and the study of methods for confirm- 
ing hypotheses. The example of natural science 
shows that both elimination and confirmation are 
essential to scientific procedure.]. S. Mill’s “meth¬ 
ods of experimental inquiry”, variously criticized 
and improved by later writers, consist essentially in 
a technique for eliminating irrelevant factors in 
phenomena under observation. They are embodied 
in a practical way in some of the various exper¬ 
imental techniques used in natural science. Indeed, 
this part of inductive logic may be said to consist in 
the logical analysis of experimental procedures. Re¬ 
cent developments in the study of experimental 
design link these matters closely with technical de¬ 
velopments in mathematical statistics. So far, how¬ 
ever, little work on these lines has been done by 
logicians. In the same way, study of the logic of 
confirmation which has in the past been associated 
with the theory of probability and its applications 
has now to take account of advances in statistical 
techniques. It has sometimes been said by logicians 
even in recent years that there are no precise rules 
for assessing inductive evidence. This was true only 
before the development of mathematical statistics 
which now provides very precise rules for just this 
purpose. The results of such assessments cannot in¬ 
deed often be exact but the extent of their inexact¬ 
ness can usually be measured. 


vii 

Having considered both deductive and inductive 
methods of inference, we have made a very brief 
review of the elementary parts of logic. But the 
question naturally arises: Are all arguments either 
of the deductive or the inductive sort ? If we use the 
word “argument” in its ordinary sense, the answer 
is clearly; No. Obviously, there are many fields of 
dispute such as literary criticism, theology, polit¬ 
ical theory, much of traditional philosophy and 
many parts of law where the issue cannot be de¬ 
cided by formalized deductive methods nor yet 
rendered more or less probable by inductive proce¬ 
dures. And it is clear that many of these arguments, 
though indecisive, look like rational procedures and 
are intended to be such, inconclusive as they arc. It 
would seem therefore that logic ought to concern 
itself with them. Many contemporary philosophers 
would wish to support this view. 

It would certainly be unwise to try to prescribe 
in advance what the science of logic can or cannot 
be expected to achieve. Conservative logicians at 
the end of the eighteenth century thought that 
logic was a completed science and would no doubt 
be astounded could they be shown its present state. 
But it must be emphasized that logic in its present 
state cannot take account of any argument which is 
not reducible to the standard forms of deductive 
logic or exhibited as a confirmable hypothesis. The 
example of inductive reasoning shows that not all 
legitimate types of reasoning need be demonstra¬ 
tive in character. But the types of reasoning in 
question here are those which not only fail to dem¬ 
onstrate but fail even to support their conclusions 
since they have no established and publicly agreed 
canons of propriety. 

Such arguments are therefore “arguments” only 
in a vague and metaphorically extended sense of 
the word and cannot even qualify to be considered 
evidence in favour of their purported conclusions. 
Whether future developments \>^1 extend the prov¬ 
ince of logic to include the “arguments” of the 
literar)’ critic, the theologian or the metaphysi¬ 
cian, no one can say. But it is clear in the light of 
the history of logic that the prospects for making 

such arguments respectable are not promising. 

(d.j.o’c.) 

Logical Positivism is a name given (by Blum- 
berg and Fcigl, 1931) to the philosophical movc- 
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mcnt emanating from the ‘‘Vienna Circle’*. Of¬ 
ten applied* in a vaguely opprobrious sense* to 
analytic philosophy in general, it is best confined 
to its original purpose, in which usage it is largely 
synonymous with so-called “logical”, “scientific” 
or “consistent” empiricism. 

The Vienna Circle originated in the early nine¬ 
teen-twenties as an informal discussion group at 
the University of Vienna, presided over by Moritz 
Schlick. The more prominent members included 
Rudolf Carnap, Otto Neurath, Friedrich Wais- 
mann, Philipp Frank, Hans Halm, Herbert Feigl, 
Victor Kraft, Felix Kaufmann and Kurt Godcl. 
Other associates, more or less remote in distance, 
time or opinion, were Hans Reichcnbach, Carl 
Hempcl, Karl Menger, Richard von Mises, Karl 
Popper, Joergen Jocrgciiscn, Charles W. Morris 
and A. J. Ayer. A fair number of the original circle 
were not philosophers by training, but mathemati¬ 
cians, physicists or social scientists, sharing a com¬ 
mon interest in the philosophy of science and a 
common distaste for the academic metaphysics 
then prevailing in Germany and Central Europe. 
Historically, their logic was the logic of Frege and 
Russell, while their “positivism” owed less to 
Comte than to the “neo-positivism” of Mach and 
Poincare, Einstein’s general relativity, and by way 
of these, to Karl Pearson, John Stuart Mill, the 
writers of the Enlightenment and tlic earlier Brit¬ 
ish empiricists (most notably Hume}. The strong¬ 
est immediate influence, however, was that of 
Wittgenstein, who though not a member of the 
circle was acquainted with some of its members, 
and whose TractatusLogico^Philosophicus(igii) sup¬ 
plied the background to many of its discussions, as 
also did Schlick’s Allgemeitie Erkenntnislehre (1918- 
1925), and Carnap’s Logische Aufhau der Welt 
(1928). 

After some years of comparatively private and 
unsclfconscious existence, the group was formally 
constituted in 1929 as the Vienna Circle, the name 
- due to Neurath - being chosen for its agreeable 
associations with woods, waltzes and other local 
amenities, A manifesto-cum-bibliography (FPissew- 
schajtliche Wehauffassung: Der Wiener Kreis) was 
issued under the auspices of a cognate body, the 
“Verein Ernst Mach”; a conference was held at 
Prague; and the journal Annalen der Philosophic, 
purchased in 1930, rechristened Erkenntnis, and 


edited by Carnap and Reichenbach, enabled the 
circle to establish and maintain contact with an 
increasing body of sympathizers in Britain, the 
United States and Northern Europe. Further con¬ 
ferences, in the name of the “unity of science”, 
were held at Konigsberg (1930), Prague (t 934)» 
Paris (1935 and 1937). Copenhagen (i 936)» Cam¬ 
bridge, England (1938) and Cambridge, Mass. 
(1939). Other enterprises included the publication 
of several series of books and monographs, the 
most ambitious of these being Neurath’s still un¬ 
completed project for an “International Encyclo¬ 
paedia of Unified Science”. 

This enlargement of activities was accompanied 
by some loss of identity, and by the mid-nineteen- 
thirtics logical positivism was already diffusing 
into the wider and vaguer movement of logical 
empiricism. The meetings of the Vienna Circle 
proper were abruptly terminated, in 1936, by the 
murder of Schlick; its dissolution soon completed 
by the pressure of events in Europe, whereby the 
majority of its members were driven into exile in 
Britain or the United States. Many have remained, 
and some have died there; the survivors include 
active and distinguished figures, such as Carnap 
and Feigl, but they no longer form a definite 
group. The residual influence of the movement is 
probably strongest in the United States, where an 
Institute for the Unity of Science continues in be¬ 
ing. Elsewhere its explicit contentions have ceased 
to excite much controversy, though many of its 
ideals are still operative in present-day analytic 
philosophy. 

The logical positivists preached a qua.si-scientific 
agreement among philosophers, and at first were 
surprisingly close to practising it, at least among 
thcmsclve.s. Some technical differences apart, it is 
therefore possible, if hazardous, to credit them 
with a collective point of view. The main features 
of this have already been briefly indicated: a thor- 
ough-going empiricism, backed by the resources 
of modern logic and tempered only by a possibly 
exaggerated respect for the achievements and ca¬ 
pabilities of modern science; an equally thorough¬ 
going rejection of metaphysics, on logical grounds, 
as not merely false or futile, but meaningless; a 
restriction of philosophy, therefore, to the task of 
eliminating its own problems, by clarifying the 
language employed in framing them; and the more 
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constructive aim of analysing and unifying the 
terminology of the sciences, by reduction to a 
common denominator in the language of physics. 

Empiricism is the doctrine that all knowledge 
is ultimately derived from experience. As stated by 
Hume, it involves the psychological claim that all 
ideas are direct or indirect copies of sense-impres¬ 
sions, from which the conclusion is drawn that 
knowledge is cither of internal relations between 
ideas (as in mathematics), or else has reference, in 
the last resort, to the content of sense-impressions 
(“matter of fact and existence*') ; all else being 
committed to the flames as “sophistry and illu¬ 
sion”. Following Wittgenstein, logical positivism 
began by adopting a more logically orientated 
version of the same view. Experience (it was held) 
can be resolved into its ultimate constituents, name¬ 
ly the immediate and incorrigible sensory observa¬ 
tions oF which the observer's world consists. The 
structure so presented is reflected in language; 
more precisely, it can be shown by logical analysis 
that the propositions in which knowledge is ex¬ 
pressed arc similarly reducible to elementary pro¬ 
portions, corresponding one-to-one with actual or 
possible items of sense-experience. The relation 
between complex and elementary propositions is 
“truth-functional**, inasmuch as the truth of a 
complex proposition depends solely on the truth 
or falsity of its simple components. It is not a matter 
of adding anything more, but simply of a greater 
degree of logical complexity. Nothing is added, 
because the propositions of logic and mathematics 
are concerned only to regulate the formal rela¬ 
tionships between symbols. In themselves, they say 
nothing about the world, and have no content; 
their function is to state equivalences and relations 
of derivation between other propositions, and al¬ 
though, if true at all, they are necessarily true, this 
is only because they arc “tautological**, true by 
definition, or, in an older terminology, “analytic**. 
From this it follows directly, as Hume saw, that 
there can be no hope of a deductive metaphysics; 
for if logic is empty, the manipulation of empirical 
data cannot be expected to lead beyond experience. 
It remains to be shown that the propositions of 
metaphysics arc literally without meaning. 

Truth, on the above view, is cither formal or 
factual, and consists, in the latter case, cither in 
direct correspondence between elementary prop- 
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osition and sensory datum, or else, at a more com¬ 
plex level, in an (implicit) correspondence of struc¬ 
ture, plus the occurrence of appropriate scnsc- 
cxpericnccs. A proposition has meaning only if it 
can, in principle, be true or false. Hence the class 
of mcaningfid propositions ; exhaustively divis¬ 
ible into those whose truth-or-falsity can be estab¬ 
lished on formal grounds (i.e., logic and math¬ 
ematics), and those in which it is, or could be, 
factually confirmed by verification (or falsification) 
through sense-experience. The principle involved 
is crudely stated in the slogan that “the meaning of 
a proposition is the method of its verification**. A 
more judicious, if less incisive, formulation would 
be that a proposition has meaning if sense-ex¬ 
perience would be sufficient to decide its truth. 

The “propositions’* of metaphysics and theology 
are plainly not formal, since they claim to report 
on matters transcending ordinary experience. Yet 
metaphysicians have no dispute with ordinary facts, 
and from this it appears that no empirical evidence 
could serve to confirm or discredit their conclu¬ 
sions. Since their statements cannot be tested by 
experience, they are no more factual than formal, 
and must therefore be reckoned (in this somewhat 
technical .sense) “nonsensical” or “meaningless”. 
Strictly speaking, indeed, they are not propositions 
at all. The same applies to the “pseudo-proposi¬ 
tions” of epistemology and ethics, so far, that is, 
as they refer to “things-in-themselves” or “subsist- 
ent values”, and are not reducible, on the one hand, 
to factual statements about the psychology, etc., of 
perceptual or moral judgment, or, on the other, 
to logical analysis of the language in which these 
judgments are formulated. One result of such 
analysis has been the claim that ethical judgments 
do not state ethical facts, but express the emotions 
of the speaker, and perhaps incite others to share 
them. Metaphysical utterances may also be said to 
do this, and so to convey poetical emotion, or a 
possible “attitude to life**. The objection to them is 
that they do so under a misleading appearance of 
imparting information about supersensible fact. 

If all formal propositions belong to logic, and 
all factual propositions, in a broad sense, to the 
empirical sciences, it is not easy to find a haven for 
the propositions of philosophy, including, of 
course, the verification principle itself. Wittgen¬ 
stein, faced with this difficulty, had been ready to 
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denounce even his own arguments to this end as 
“nonsense”, albeit of an important and elucidatory 
character. Unwilling to accept such a paradox, 
logical positivism was prepared to grant the legiti¬ 
macy of analysis, which thus becomes the whole 
duty of philosophers. Philosophy is not a theory, 
but an activity - the logical clarification of the 
concepts, propositions and theories proper to em¬ 
pirical science.Thc verification principle was simi¬ 
larly interpreted as a definition, recipe or criterion 
of meaning, not as an assertion which could be 
either true or false. 

The simple identification of meaning and meth¬ 
od of verification has many curious and improb¬ 
able consequences. The literature of logical posi¬ 
tivism is much preoccupied with this problem, 
and attempts to deal with it have been largely res¬ 
ponsible for later divergencies witliin the school. 
Briefly, the difficulties are that the principle ap¬ 
pears to distort or deny the meaning of many 
propositions acceptable in science and everyday 
life; and that its conception of meaning is in any 
case private, incommunicable and variable from 
one observer to another. 

Historical propositions, for example, arc not 
directly verifiable in terms of events, and have to 
be interpreted as predictions about what would be 
found on a future inspection of records, etc. The 
content of such propositions is thus identified with 
the indirect evidence for their truth. Nor is there 
any means of distinguishing a future statement of 
observation from a present one, since their method 
of verification is the same. General propositions, 
such as natural laws, etc., arc again in principle 
imverifiable, since no finite scries of observations 
would be sufficient to guarantee them true. Similar 
difficulties attach to statements about material ob¬ 
jects, whose verification in terms of immediate 
sensory observations would likewise require an 
infinite scries of such experiences to complete it. 
Sooner than discard them as meaningless, it was 
declared that propositions of this type were not 
really propositions at all, but directions for making 
observations. Alternatively, they were hypotheses, 
capable of confirmation (or, as some said, falsifica¬ 
tion) by experience, and to that extent legitimate 
for the purpose of science. (Generalizations can, of 
course, be conclusively falsified by a single observa¬ 
tion, and by that test would rank as genuine pro¬ 
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positions; but the refutation of a particular claim, 
that at least one X was Y, would then require an 
exhaustive enumeration, as before). 

In order to avoid these complications, some 
writers (notably Ayer) proposed to distinguish 
“strong” and “weak” forms of the verification 
principle. On the latter view, a proposition does 
not have to be conclusively verifiable, its meaning- 
fulness being sufficiently warranted if there arc 
sensory observations which would be “relevant” 
to its truth or falsity. The intention of this formula 
was to deny meaning to metaphysical propositions, 
while conceding it to empirical assertions of the 
kind mentioned above. As has since been recog¬ 
nized, however, it is altogether too lenient in this 
respect, since no metaphysician need scruple to 
declare that sense-observations are in some degree 
relevant to his speculations. Later formulations of 
the principle have sought to remedy this defect, 
only to run into other and more technical difficul¬ 
ties ; with increasing complexity it has increasingly 
taken on the appearance of an ad hoc device for the 
exclusion of an already proscribed class of state¬ 
ments, rather than being in itself a reason for ex¬ 
cluding them. 

Further problems arise from the all-important 
role allotted to sense-experience in the process of 
verification. Since such experience is necessarily 
private to the observer, it would appear that pro¬ 
positions can only have meaning for him if they 
can be rendered in terms of what would, in prin¬ 
ciple, be accessible to his immediate experience. 
Carnap’s Logische Aufbau der Welt is an elaborate 
attempt to perform this reconstruction of scientific 
and empirical discourse from within the confines 
of an “egocentric” terminology. The solipsism 
involved is “methodological” only, since the aim 
is to effect a theoretical reduction of concepts and 
propositions merely, and not of facts. But the 
doubt remains as to how, on these assumptions, 
communication is possible, or the data of the sci¬ 
ences intcrsubjcctivcly verifiable. Logical positiv¬ 
ism was much divided on this question. The more 
orthodox opinion, expounded chiefly by Schlick, 
was that the “structure” of individual experience 
could be communicated and compared with that of 
others, though its “content” must remain ineffable, 
even to the observer himself. The more radical 
party, headed by Neurath and Carnap, would have 



none of this lapse into ‘‘metaphysics”, and preferred 
to secure the objectivity of science even at the cost 
of abandoning its supposed sensory basis. Scientific 
hypotheses, they argued, arc tested by referring 
them, not to private and unvcrifiable sensations in 
the observer, but to publicly observable facts. The 
mental life of the oKserver is of no interest to sci¬ 
ence, and allusions thereto are, indeed, strictly with¬ 
out meaning. His acts of reportage, bodily states 
and general behaviour arc another matter, how¬ 
ever, since they can be publicly checked and re¬ 
corded ; and it is these, or rather the records thereof, 
that form the ‘‘protocols” or elementary data of 
scientific theory. This thesis, of “physicalism”, has 
a close resemblance to behaviourism, but differs in 
that it docs not explicitly deny the facts of mental 
life or reduce them to facts of bodily behaviour. 
Its contention, rather, is that statements in the lan¬ 
guage of introspective psychology arc formally re¬ 
placeable by statements in the language of physics; 
and that only in the latter format are they of any 
use to science. As such, the thesis is certainly ques¬ 
tionable, but is not refuted by the traditional ar¬ 
guments for dualism. 

A more far-reaching claim of this sort, chiefly 
associated with Neurath, is that all the sciences 
depend ultimately on protocols couched i ■> terms 
of physical objects and processes, and hence that 
all empirical statements can be expressed in the lan¬ 
guage of physics. Particular sciences may well have 
laws of their own - that is an empirical question; 
but the concepts employed can all be defined in 
physical terms, which thereby form a lingua franca 
of science. This was the theoretical foundation of 
Ncurath's energetic campaigning for the “unity of 
science”. 

The physicalist retreat from empiricism was car¬ 
ried still further, for a time, by Carnap and 
Neurath, in proposing to dispense with the corres¬ 
pondence theory of truth. The parallel between 
language and faa is an essential, yet suspiciously 
metaphysical feature of Wittgenstcin‘s theory of 
meaning, since, on his own showing, the extra- 
linguistic relationship involved is inexpressible 
within the resources of language. Schlick's pursuit 
of ‘‘incorrigible”, immediately-verifiablc proto¬ 
cols equally ends in the imutterable. Yet the prob¬ 
lem is easily disposed of. Statements, it was insisted, 
arc comparable only with other statements, not 
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writh external fact; and knowledge must accord- 
ingly be depicted as a system of mutually support¬ 
ing statements, to w^hich new'comcrs are admitted 
as true if found to be consistent with those already 
accepted. The belief in a set of “basic” propositions 
underlying knowledge thereby becomes otiose; 
the “protocols” required are simply a relevant se¬ 
lection of propositions drawn from the established 
system; and coherence becomes the test of truth. 
The difficulty, of course, is to know which system 
is the right one ; for many are possible, and some, 
at least, must be false, since their internal consist¬ 
ency does not prevent them from being inconsist¬ 
ent one with another. Carnap’s declaration of trust 
in the system underwritten by the protocols of 
accredited scientists was understandably viewed as 
an anticlimax, if not a confession of defeat - an 
impression soon confirmed by his abandonment of 
this theory and return to a qualified admission that 
sentences could be “confronted” with facts. 

These changes of front are less radical than they 
seem, particularly when account is taken of Car¬ 
nap's other views. Much of his energy as a logician 
has been devoted to “formalizing” the internal 
structure (or “syntax”) of language, very much as 
Hilbert and his followers have formalized math¬ 
ematics, by treating its propositions as meaningless 
marks on paper and discussing the rules for their 
combination (in a “metalanguage”). Carnap’s “log¬ 
ical syntax” embraces the grammatical, or forma¬ 
tion rules of language, whereby sentences arc 
formed from its vocabulary, and the logical, or 
transformation rules, whereby sentences are for¬ 
mally derived from one another. Much importance 
is attached to a threefold classification of these sen¬ 
tences : syntactical sentences, which make reference 
to words or other sentences, arc said to be in the 
“formal mode of speech” ; empirical or object- 
sentences arc those dealing with things and states 
of affairs; but there is also a third class, of “pseudo- 
object sentences”, which seem to be about things 
(as when a table is said to be a thing), when in fact 
they really arc, or can be translated into, statements 
about words (namely, that “table” is a thing-word). 
These are said to be in the “material mode of 
speech”. The main point of these distinctions, in 
the present context, is to enable it to be argued that 
most, if not all, of the not hopelessly metaphysical 
propositions of philosophy, which appear to be 
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alluding, e.g., to the existence or status of abstract 
entities, such as univcrsals, arc actually syntaaical 
assertions about words, misleadingly cast in the 
material mode of speech. Philosophy is thereby 
identified with logical syntax, the higher-level 
discussion of language, and long-standing philo¬ 
sophical controversies, such as that between 
idealism and materialism, turn out, when trans¬ 
lated into the formal mode, to be disputing a 
conventional choice between alternative “langu¬ 
ages”, rather than issues of a transcendental 
character or importance. 

Hence the ready and even nonchalant passage of 
logical positivism from the phraseology of a quasi¬ 
idealist sensationalism to that of a quasi-matcrialist 
physicalism; the decision between them being a 
matter of methodological convenience, not a sub¬ 
stantial change of belief. Hence also the urge to 
eliminate the “semantic” element, of reference to 
external fact, from the notions of truth and mean¬ 
ing, and to bring the whole compass of language 
under one syntactical roof. The collapse of this 
position has since led Carnap to turn his attention 
to the semantic field itself, but his contributions to 
that subject scarcely belong to the literature of 
logical positivism. 

If logical positivism has ceased to rank as a fash¬ 
ionable philosophy, the reason is largely that its 
approach to language now seems unnecessarily rig¬ 
id and doctrinaire. Its assumptions have turned out 
too simple, its methods too elaborate, to deal suc¬ 
cessfully with the informality of “natural” lan¬ 
guages, and restriction to the analysis of artificial 
model-languages has also restricted the interest of 
the results. Apart from some notable contributions 
in the relatively technical fields of induction, 
probability and the methodology of science, the 
main legacy of the school has been to concentrate 
attention on the problem of meaning, and to estab¬ 
lish standards of logical rigour and clear, unrhetor- 
icaJ expression, that have since been generally em¬ 
ulated. The attack on metaphysics, if not wholly 
conclusive, may be said to have damped the ardour, 
chastened the style and improved the understand¬ 
ing of its remaining devotees. Nor is the influence 
of the controversy by any means exhausted ; ethics 
and epistemology have both had something to 
learn from it; and its repercussions are still plainly 
audible in recent philosophical theology, (p.l.h.) 


Lucretius - Titus Lucretius Cams (9S-55 B.C.), 
Roman poet. The only personal information we 
have about him is that he was driven insane by a 
love potion, wrote some books (which arc presum¬ 
ably the six books of the philosophical poem De 
Rerum Natura) in sane intervals and committed 
suicide at the age of forty-four. There is no reason 
to doubt that this is true. The poem, as well as be¬ 
ing one of the greatest literary works in the Latin 
tongue, is a complete and accurate account of the 
Epicurean theory of the soul, of sense-perception, 
of astronomy, of heredity, of thunder, earthquakes, 
magnetism and indeed all that was most likely to 
seem to the credulous to be supcrnaturally caused 
and therefore a source of religious terror. There is 
not a systematic treatment of the Epicurean ethical 
theory, but the orthodox Epicurean view that 
pleasure is the sole good, that the most worthwhile 
form of pleasure is the freedom from fear of the 
mind and that the main reason for the study of na¬ 
ture is the practical one that it will help us to liber¬ 
ate ourselves from superstitious fears of the gods 
and life in the underworld is presupposed through¬ 
out. There is no reason to suppose that there is any¬ 
thing original in Lucretius; he himself makes no 
such claim; but his poem is an accurate and pas¬ 
sionate statement of the Epicurean position. It is 
also one of the greatest masterpieces of Latin lit¬ 
erature. (j.o.u.) 
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Mach, Ernst (1838-1916), Austrian philosopher 
and physicist, who, after a short period as Professor 
of Mathematics at Graz became Professor of Phys¬ 
ics at Prague (1867-95) and then at Vienna (1895- 
1901). 

Mach's lasting importance is as a philosopher 
and methodologist of science. His general philo¬ 
sophical position was an extreme positivism; Kant, 
he held, had in his Critique of Pure Reason “banished 
into the realm of shadows the sham ideas of the old 
metaphysics”, but metaphysical notions were still 
prevalent in the philosophy of science and even 
within science itself. His main aim was therefore to 
give an account of the nature of science which 
should exhibit it free from all metaphysical and 
non-cmpirical elements and to reconstruct the 
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basis science of mechanics in accordance with these 
philosophical requirements. ‘*Wc know”, he said, 
“only one source wliich directly reveals scientific 
facts - our senses” ; therefore science must be re¬ 
constructed so as to be manifestly an account of 
sense-given facts. But the objects of our sense are 
colours, warmths, smells, sounds and the hkc, not 
bodies and still less atoms, absolute space, absolute 
time, absolute motion and other conceptions of 
Newtonian mechanics; therefore science must in 
the final analysis be an account of sensations. No 
other statements can have any scientific signif¬ 
icance. 

Experience, claimed Mach, provides us only 
with a manifold of constantly changing and un¬ 
related sensations; we cannot claim to find objec¬ 
tively in the world any basis for our concepts of 
bodies in motion in space or of laws of nature. 
“According to our conception, natural laws are a 
product of our psychological need to feel at home 
with nature; all concepts transcending sensation 
arc to be justified as helping us to understand, 
control and predict our environment, and different 
conceptual systems may be used to this end in dif¬ 
ferent cultures and at different times with equal 
propriety. “If we wished to ascribe to nature the 
character of producing hke consequences m like 
circumstances, we would not know how to dis¬ 
cover these like circumstances. The natural occurs 
only once. It is only our schematic ways whose sole 
and sufficient justification is that they enable us to 
control and predict our environment. To claim 
that there arc in nature the objective counterparts 
of this conceptual apparatus is an unjustifiable 
piece of metaphysics; we may find the concept of 
a body, for example, useful, but we must not 
allow ourselves to think that there are bodies in the 
natural world; wc experience only sensations.” 

But though a set of scientific concepts has but a 
temporary, pragmatic justification and though sci¬ 
entific laws are tools and not objective statements. 
Mach does not consider that there is nothing to 
choose between any two conceptual schemes. A 
conceptual system is better if it is siipplc, compre¬ 
hensive and free from internal contradictions; such 
a system is more useful to us and more fruitful. But 
we must not be misled into saying that nature itself 
is simple, economical and the like; the difference 
between economical and cumbersome conceptual 


systems is one of utility not of truth, for wc impose 
the system and nature is neither a simple nor a 
complex system itself Wc must not however go to 
the other extreme and regard our choice of scien¬ 
tific laws as purely conventional; the system of 
concepts must be suited to the facts which it is used 
to describe and laws of nature arc descriptions of 
the world, even if schematic, and so must be judged 
true and false by reference to experience. Critics 
have frequently insisted on the difficulty of rec¬ 
onciling Mach*s empiricism with the more n priori 
elements in his view. 

In accordance with the view of the nature of sci¬ 
ence described above, Mach claimed that it was 
misleading to talk of proof in science. If scientific 
laws are conceptual tools they cannot be induc¬ 
tively proved from the facts, and the deduction of 
laws from other law's is of no ultimate significance 
and may easily give a misleading appearance of 
rigour to science. The only justification that can be 
given or need be given for accepting a scientific 
law is, according to Mach, that it survives testing m 
use. 

Mach was not satisfied w'ith giving tins general 
picture of the nature of science; he considered that 
contemporary science w'as to some extent vitiated 
by not conforming to this picture. In particular he 
held that science constantly hypostatized the ele¬ 
ments in its conceptual system, ascribing to them 
counterparts in nature for which experience could 
give no warrant and which were therefore met¬ 
aphysical. In The Science of Mechanics Mach there¬ 
fore applied his general position to a criticism of 
the form given to Mechanics by Newton and hu 
successors and attempted to show how the scientific 
content of mechanics could be retained without 
appeal to absolute space and time, force and other 
non-cmpirical notions. Though i>irgely philosoph¬ 
ical in purpose some of the arguments. such as those 
directed against Newton’s alleged proof of absolute 
motion, have scientific importance - Einstein ac¬ 
knowledged a debt to them. 

Mach’s influence on the development of empiri¬ 
cism on the continent of Europe was very great, 
the Vienna Circle of logical positivists acknow¬ 
ledged him as their basic guide. His pure sensa¬ 
tionalism was abandoned quite early in favour of 
“physicalism”, but most of the leading ideas of 
logical positivism can be traced to him. Though his 
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main works were translated into English at an early 
date and much read liis intlucncc on Anglo-Saxon 
philosophy has been less noticeable there against 
the background of a more developed empiricist 
tradition. (j.o.u.) 

McTaggart, John Ellis (1866-1925), Fellow of 
Trinity College, Cambridge, He was a student and 
admirer of Hegel, an idealist and a systematic meta¬ 
physician. In his great work the Nature oj Existence 
he sets cut, with the aid of two empirical premises 
to the effect that sometliing exists, to show by rig¬ 
orous a priori argument the general nature of the 
universe as a whole and of its constituent parts. The 
conclusion that the universe is a society of minds in 
close relation to each other is arrived at by a process 
of argument of great ingenuity and clarity; in the 
course ot tins argument occurs the celebrated proof 
of the unreality of time. In the second part of the 
work McTaggart attempts to draw by less rig¬ 
orous methods various conclusions from the results 
of the first part. The unusual formal simpheity, 
rigour, lack of rhetoric and candour of tins work, 
combined with unusual audacity of thought ;4id 
ingenuity, make it of value even to those who arc 
out of sympathy with idcahstic metaphysics in gen¬ 
eral. Among Ins many uncommon views should be 
mentioned his bcUef in the immortality of the soul 
combined with atheism. An Examination oj Me- 
Taggart's Philosophy by C. D. Broad contains a 
very elaborate critical statement and discussion of 
McTaggart’s position. (j.o.u.) 

Maimonides or Moses ben Maimon (i 135-1204), 
a Spanish Jew, the most eminent of the medieval 
Jewish thinkers who attempted to find a synthesis 
of Greek, especially Aristotelian, philosophy and 
Jewish monotheistic religion. His writings greatly 
influenced not only his orthodox co-rcligionists 
but such unorthodox pliilosophcrs as Spinoza and 
such orthodox Chrisuan pliilosophcrs as 1 homas 
Aquinas. His most celebrated work is The Guide 
of the Perplexed in which he attempts to reconcile 
Aristotchan philosophy and the Greek sciences with 
the literal truth of the Old Testament; in this task 
he rehes greatly on the Arab pliilosophcrs Avi¬ 
cenna, to whom he is much endebted tor his doc¬ 
trine of immortality, and Averroes, from whom 


he took the notion of the identity of essence and 
existence in God.Philosophy and revealed theology 
are treated by Maimonides as quite different in na¬ 
ture but as complementary. It is the task of pliilo- 
sophy to confirm rationally the truths of religion 
and to disprove doctrines wliich seem to contradict 
revelation. (j.o.u.) 

Malebranchc, Nicolas (1638-1715), French phi¬ 
losopher. The heterodoxy of Descartes divided 
the professional philosophers ot Ins time into dis¬ 
tinct and bitterly opposed factions, who, in the 
manner of the day, began a busy search for author¬ 
ities. Those who followed Descartes found their 
authority in Augustine and those who opposed 
him took Thomas Aquinas as master. 1 he most 
celebrated of the Augustinians was Nicolas Male- 
branche. Individual things he believed to be hm- 
itations of the one material substance and individual 
minds hmitations of an immaterial substance, a- 
gamst wliich was contrasted the perfect freedom of 
God, a characteristic doctrme ot Augustine. Male¬ 
branchc provided an occasionalistic solution of 
the problem ot the causal interaction of the two 
substances for he held that there was no capacity 
for action whatever in finite tlungs - minds or 
bodies; a doctrine he claimed to be the mark of a 
Cliristian philosophy .These considerations, coupled 
with the problem of how an immaterial mind- 
substance could perceive material bodies led lum to 
a kind of neo-Platonic metaphysics. We perceive 
nothing directly, but God implants in our minds 
the idea of a corporeal world. 1 liis world docs in 
fact exist and corresponds to our ideas of it because 
the ideas of God which arc the source of our percep¬ 
tions arc also the archetypes ot the world of mate¬ 
rial things. (r.har.) 

Marcel, Gabriel (1889- ) is a French philosopher 
and playwright. MarccFs philosopliical work has 
been principally communicated to the world 
through his diaries, which have appeared in three 
parts. Journal Metaphysique, 1927, Eire et Avoir, 
1935, and Prhence et Immortality, 1959. The Gitford 
Lectures, which he delivered in Aberdeen in 1949 
and 1950 on The Mystery of Being represent the 
nearest he has come to a sustained exposition of his 
views. While his use of the diary-form makes him 
an impossible writer to summarize, it gives to his 
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philosophical work a suggestive and exploratory 
quality which is peculiarly valuable to those patient 
enough to read it. 

Marcel is often characterized as a “Christian 
Existentialist*', and as such contrasted with Sartre; 
but this is a serious misdescription (although Marcel 
has wiitten a valuable, critical essay on Sartre). 
The .author of :i doctoral thesis on Coleridge's philo¬ 
sophical conceptions in their relations with Schel- 
ling’s philosophy, Marcel’s work, as revealed in liis 
diaries, shows him initially a student of the English- 
speaking ideahsts, of F. IJ. Bradley, and in partic¬ 
ular, of the American, Josiah Royce, on whom 
he wrote in 1917, an interesting book furst pub¬ 
lished in 1945, and of Bergson. With Royce he 
has continued to share a profound sense of the 
depth of men’s attachment to the community to 
w'hich they belong, and the notion of loyalty as 
well as that of fidehty is one to which he has 
repeatedly returned. Frc^im Bradley he acquired 
something of that author’s elusive presence to the 
subjective; and the reader ofR. G. CoUingwood’s 
pamphlet on Faith and Reason^ 1929, and his later 
Essay on Metaphysics, 1949, will perhaps learn more 
from Marcel’s diaries than from any other source, 
of the precise sense and ramifications of Colhng- 
wood’s distinction between “propositir'>“ and 
“presupposition”. Marcel’s diaries also reveal his 
characteristically French preoccupation with the 
Cartesian problem of the relation of mind and mat¬ 
ter. In liis later years he has given serious attention 
to the implications of parapsychological phenom¬ 
ena, especially telepathy, interpreted as a mode of 
human communion. 

Received into the Catholic Church in 1929, Mar¬ 
cel remained always aloof from the nco-Thomist 
enthusiasms of Maritain. For him Maritain’s on¬ 
tological intuition was chimerical and altogether 
inadequate as a point of departure for metaphysics. 
Rather for Marcel metaphysics was the name of a 
kind of exploration or analysis whereby the pri>“ 
cess, in wliich men drew near the secret of their 
existence, was separated off from all that might 
masquerade as itself, and was taken hold of in its 
uniqueness for what it is, and not something else. 
Thus for all its looseness of texture and diffusencss 
of exposition, Marcel’s thought has a critical and 
analytical quality, evidenced, for example, in his 
discussion of the notion of an argument for the 


Marcus Aurelius 

existence of God, in his laying bare of the precise 
content of men’s hope of immortality, in his con¬ 
tribution to the pervasive debate concerning the na¬ 
ture and possibility of metaphysics, and through 
his distinction between “problem” and “mystery”. 

A playwright as well as a philosopher, his plays 
arc of unequal merit, wdiile often helping to give 
his philosophy that concreteness which he has al¬ 
ways craved. But one of die best of them - Homme 
de Dieii - focuses a number of emphases of its au¬ 
thor’s thought. In it, a French Protestant pastor, 
who has acliievcd a real measure of success in his 
vocation, issuing from his forgiving his wife an in¬ 
fidelity, finds liis whole conceit of himself, in¬ 
cluding liis apparent generosity towards his wife, 
called in question. He becomes utterly suspicious 
of his every mothe, and is plunged into an abyss of 
self-distrust, and self-accusation. Marcel realizes 
there an experience of self-knowledge which recalls 
at once the Socratic injunction to know oneself, 
and the agonizing anagnorisis achieved by Sopho¬ 
cles’ Oedipus. In the end, on the brink of suicide, 
the pastor is pulled back bv the necessity of fulfilling 
some humdrum, routine duty of his office for a 
parishioner. Thus Marcel indicates that, on his view, 
it is only witliin a community that men can find 
the courage required to endure the reality of their 
situation. For all his stress on the dimension of sub¬ 
jectivity, he remains profoundly hostile to any sort 
of radical individualism, winch he v^ouid judge 
false to the subtle actualities of the human situation. 

(d.m.m.) 

Marcus Aurelius Antoninus (121-180), Roman 
Fmperor, and vStoic. In his latter years he wrote 
the Meditations as a personal spur and refresh¬ 
ment amid the burdens of his lonely office. His 
Stoicism is rooted in Epictetus but he felt with a 
deeper religious fervour than ether Stoics the na- 
tur^ communion of man in the organic unity of the 
universe. An all-bencficent providence has plat ed 
in men a divine control, reason; it is thus in their 
power, by the sole fulfilment of this moral essence 
untouched by externals, to make themselves one 
with the rational purpose of the universe. This is 
man’s active duty to himself as a citizen of God’s 
State. But Marcus, as Emperor of Rome, saw 
equally important duties to his fellow men, his nat¬ 
ural kin. Yet his love of humanity did not blind 
him to their depravity, and convinced of the tran- 
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sitory nature of temporal affairs, he found no in¬ 
centive in his Stoic principles to fashion an ideal 
sute, only a sense of urgency to do what he could 
in the post assigned him by God. The philosopher 
king remained a moral not a political ideal; Marcus 
is fundamentally concerned with his own moral 
character functioning in relation to others; his 
thoughts turn readily from Rome to the City of 
God. (l.G.K.) 

Maritain, Jacques (1882-1973), a Frenchman; late 
in life he was called to Princeton University as a 
Professor. Originally a follower of Bergson he 
later became one of the best-known modem ex¬ 
ponents of Thomism; his Introduction to Philo^ 
Sophy, 1920 (translated into English, 1933), is 
orthodox scholasticism in traditional scholastic 
terms. His best known philosophical work has 
been The Degrees of Knowledge (1932; translation 
1938), in which he distinguished natural scientific 
knowledge, metaphysical knowledge and mystical 
knowledge, which he regarded as all valid forms 
of knowledge, complementary to each other. 

(J.O.U.) 

Marx, Karl (1818-1883), born at Trier, Germany, 
died in London. Marx was not primarily a philo¬ 
sopher. His fame rests on a prodigious effort to dis¬ 
cover and formulate the laws that govern the be¬ 
haviour of men in society, and on the creation of a 
movement designed to transform the fives of men 
in conformity with these laws. He was a sociologist, 
economist and active revolutionary into whose 
purview philosophy entered not as a separate study 
but as an element in his general theory of man. 
Nevertheless, he began as a philosopher and his 
philosophical position, despite considerable gaps 
and incoherences, can be pieced togetlicr from his 
early writings which were, for the most part, not 
published in his lifetime. The Marxist philosophy 
of our own day is an amalgam compounded out of 
published and unpublished sketches by Marx him¬ 
self, out of the metaphysical works of his collabo¬ 
rator Engeb, (who spoke of “the dialectics of 
materialism*’) and of the subsequent glosses upon 
these and the development of them by later com¬ 
mentators. The term, “dialectical materialism”, by 
which the philosophical doctrines at present 
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binding on orthodox communists are known, 
was invented by the Russian Socialist Georgi 
Plckhanov. 

One of the principal reasons for Marx’s lack of 
interest in philosophy as a specific field of study was 
doubtless his belief, derived, like much else in his 
system, from Hegel, that ideas could not be prof¬ 
itably studied in isolation, since they were an in¬ 
separable part of the activity of individuals and 
groups, and were literally unintelligible unless seen 
as an aspect of the total activity of men. Theory 
must not be viewed as something distinct from 
practice. The real opinions, motives and concepts 
of men are embodied in their acts and in their un- 
reflective behaviour as well as their explicit beliefs. 
Moreover to insulate any one activity, even for 
the purpose of scientific inspection, and consider it 
witliout regard to its place in the historical evolu¬ 
tion of the total human activity to which it belongs, 
is to misunderstand and misinterpret it. Such a 
tendency to “abstraction” is itself a symptom of a 
particular delusion, socially and liistoricaUy con¬ 
ditioned, which Marx undertook to explain and 
dispel. To understand Marx’s plnlosophical theory 
it is therefore necessary to grasp his view of what 
men arc and how they come to act as they do. 

Like the leading French materialist radicals ot the 
eighteenth century to whom he owed much, 
Marx believed, in the first place, that man was an 
object in nature, a three-dimensional lump of Hesh, 
blood, bone etc., to whom the laws of nature 
discovered by the sciences applied no less fully than 
to other material objects. Like these materialists, 
he denied the existence of an immaterial soul, of 
spiritual substances of any type and therefore of 
God, and regarded theology and metaphysics as 
tissues of falsehood, usurping the place of the 
natural sciences which alone could provide true 
solutions to all questions of fact, among them the 
laws governing the evolution of individuals and 
societies. 

For Marx men differed from objects in nature 
principally because they were able to invent tools. 
Man was endowed with a unique capacity not only 
for using but for creating instruments to provide 
for his basic needs - for food, shelter, clothing, pro¬ 
creation, security and the like. Ihcse inventions 
then altered man’s relations to external nature and 
transformed him and his societies, thereby stimula- 
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ting liiin to make further inventions to satisfy the 
new needs and tastes brought about by the changes 
which, alone among the animals, he brought about 
in his own nature and world. For Marx technolog¬ 
ical capacities are man’s fundamental nature: they 
arc responsible for that awareness of the processes 
of living and conscious direction of them wliich 
is called history. Men arc made what they are, 
and differ from each other, not owing to some 
fixed inner principles of their natures - for tlicrc 
are none such-but by means of the work that they 
cannot avoid doing if they are to satisfy their 
needs. Their social organization is determined by 
the ways in which they labour and create in order 
to preserve or improve their lives. For the eight¬ 
eenth century materialists the history of mankind 
was to a large degree the story of avoidable human 
error, of die follies and illusions which clouded 
men’s minds before scientific method, founded on 
empirical observation and accurate reasoning, re¬ 
vealed both the right questions to ask and the right 
ways of seeking for the answers - a long night of 
ignorance and superstition illuminated by the occa¬ 
sional flashes of genius, which the leaders of men, 
kings or priests or soldiers, largely exploited for the 
purpose of keeping mankind in subjection to them¬ 
selves. 

For Marx the story is less simple. Like the fathers 
of sociology, Hegel and Saint-Simon, he did not 
believe in timeless truths about individuals or 
societies, holding universally, any one of which 
was in principle capable of being discovered by 
anyone at any time and in any circumstances. 
He held that any tcdinological advance in human 
development carried with it its own intellectual 
and moral horizons. Men’s ideas were not born 
in isolation from the rest of their activities, ideas 
were - and could not but be - weapons in the 
pursuit of the goals of men or social groups, exact¬ 
ly as other tools or inventions or ways of behav¬ 
iour, such as armies, or gunpowder, or agriculture, 
or slavery, or the feudal system. Man-made tech¬ 
nology determines ideas and forms of hfe, and not 
the other way about: needs determine ideas, not 
ideas needs. The windmill created the feudal regime 
and the spinning wheel the industrial one: this epi¬ 
gram is a characteristically Marxist formulation of 
the basic factors of human liistory. The windmill, for 
Marx, creates a certain type of social organization. 


.uid this in its turn gives rise to opinions and atti¬ 
tudes and ways of life hkely to promote, main¬ 
tain and resist attack upon that particular society 
- that is to say that particular type of distribution 
of power and authority among men - whether 
the men in question realize it or not. For Marx 
the mental life of men which takes concrete form 
in moral,pliilosophical, political,juridical, religious, 
artistic works and institutions, can be understood 
only as part of the whole hfe of society, the goals of 
which are determined primarily by the techniques 
which it employs to satisfy its needs. Inventions and 
discoveries transform the needs - and the forms of 
life - which gave rise to them, and create new 
desires, new inventions, new orders of society. But 
the key to the understanding of social life will 
always consist in determining the forms taken by 
the struggle for survival or for the satisfaction of 
basic wants or for the power which can satisfy 
these wants in a given time and place. This is the 
dominant factor in any society ; to grasp its char¬ 
acter is to be able to explain - and predict - the 
particular development of ideas, attitudes, moral 
and social rules, ways of filling hours of leisure, and 
most important of all, the structure of power and 
authority in a given society to which the outlook 
of men necessarily adapts itself This is a technol¬ 
ogical theory of the development of social hie; it 
IS lustorical through and through, in that it claims to 
be able to account for the entire physical and mental 
hfe of men by determining their specific place 
on the single evolutionary path along wliich all hfe 
necessarily moves, wliich, whether men know this 
or not, determines all their ideas, wishes, hopes, 
fears and forms of self-expression at a given stage. 
Consequently to call any tiling a timeless truth 
about men or society must be in principle absurd. 
For there is nothing timeless in ihc lives of man: 
all truths consist in some relationship between 
men's thoughts and the objects about wliich they 
think, and since both objects and thoughts do not 
stand still but alter with changing liistorical con¬ 
ditions, tilings will look different to those who 
arc hemmed in by a given society and press against 
its walls - in who^c interest it is to alter or destroy 
it - from the way in which it will look and feel 
to there who are in a high degree of harmony 
with it, and therefore, either instinctively or con¬ 
sciously, opposed to change. There is, for example. 
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no social or moral truth which will be equally 
valid for both classes; thoughts, beliefs, moral 
feelings arc for Marx forms of action, ana their 
validity - or truth - will, like that of propaganda, 
depend upon the interests of the group to which 
the beholder belongs. All that can be judged 
objectively is their relative effectiveness. Those 
elements in a given culture survive which con¬ 
tribute to, and arc therefore transmuted and 
absorbed by its successor - the next stage in the 
struggle for material progress. Like the rationalist 
philosophers of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries, Marx beheved that human Uberty con¬ 
sists in the systematic mastery of whatever resists 
human needs, whether in external nature or in his 
own wild and self-destructive passions. Freedom 
is planned control of available resources; the more 
rational the method of control, the ampler the 
resources, the larger the number of persons exer¬ 
cising such control, the greater the freedom. 

This vision has obvious affinities with the philo¬ 
sophy of Hegel, which influenced Marx decisively. 
Like Hegel, Marx beheved that history was the 
key to understanding man and his attributes: for 
there was a discernible pattern and intelhgiblc goal 
in the development of human capacities. Certain 
types of activity, whether intellectual or practical, 
could not occur until and unless the appropriate 
faculties had become sufficiently developed; this 
itself stimulated into existence new faculties and 
activities, neither possible nor conceivable at an 
earher stage. Hence, for Marx, as for Hegel, the 
tendency to scrutinize theories, philosophies, creeds, 
in isolation, in order to determine their truth or 
falsehood, was to be guilty of ‘Vicious abstrac¬ 
tion’*: to leave out the contexts in which alone 
these thoughts could have occurred or made sense, 
was to make it impossible to give adequate answers 
to the questions. Truth and falsehood, depth and 
shallowness, for Marx necessarily relate to the social 
worlds to which the ideas in question organically 
belong. Thus the notion, for example, of individual 
freedom, or of private property and the ideas con¬ 
nected with them, such as economic justice, in¬ 
dividual rights etc. can hterally have no meaning 
in, let us say, certain types of primitive societies 
where the idea of ownership does not exist; and the 
doctrines embodying these historically evolving 
notions cannot, therefore, express timeless truths 


or eternal values, the very idea of which turns out 
to be a chimacra. This appHes to all concepts save 
perhaps that of the historical process itself. For 
Hegel this objective order in human development 
was part of the growing self-awareness of the Uni¬ 
versal Spirit. Marx who rejected the notion of an 
impalpable reahty, translated it into terms of 
concrete social development. For him reality was 
the story of the growth of self-mastery and the 
mastery of nature by human society through 
technological progress; and, as part of the story, 
of the development of successive beliefs, outlooks, 
cultures, attitudes, which, even if at times they 
acquire a momentum and decisive influence of 
their own, are but the “reflections’* of this ma¬ 
terial advance in “men’s heads’*, each leaving to its 
successor only what was effective in it, that is, only 
that which helped in the creation by men of a life- 
necessarily social - wliich would respond effectively 
to their material needs. 

What form did this development take? Hegel 
had taught that human progress took place in the 
form of a discontinuous “dialectical** spiral, char¬ 
acterised by sudden leaps from one stage to another. 
For Hegel every stage in the path historically tra¬ 
versed by human beings, takes the form of a tension 
between some dominant attitude ~ embodied in ap¬ 
propriate actions and institutions -and its opposite- 
something that struggles against it from within; 
leading to a conflict between opposed principles or 
forces, into which the human consciousness and 
human activity inexorably splits itself. It is this 
continuous duel between conflicting trends at every 
level of human thought and feeling and behaviour, 
that is responsible for change and progress. When¬ 
ever the mounting tension reaches a critical point, 
there is a collision, an explosion, humanity (or some 
section of it - a church or nation, or culture) takes 
a leap on to a new shelf. The contending forces 
mutually destroy each other, but generate some¬ 
thing new-a novel sute of consciousness or form 
ofhfc, which in its turn struggles with its own in¬ 
ner contradiction towards a new crisis, and so on 
in an upward spiral, indefinitely. The notion that 
conflict and crisis arc the sole cause of progress is as 
old as Heraclitus, but Marx translated the Hegelian 
categories of the spirit and his logical apparatus 
(sometimes with logically absurd consequences) 
into sociological ones. For him historical develop- 
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ment consists of conBict generated in the first|piace 
by material needs and technological inventions, 
and it occurs not in men’s minds but in society - 
between groups of men at war with one another. 
For Marx a class is a body of persons unified by 
some objective social interest: an objective interest 
being the need to aclzievc or acquire that which 
renders those who have it more free, that is better 
able to master their own lives in order to achieve 
the rational satisfaction of their own needs. For 
Marx the history of mankind is a history of the 
struggles of classes. His philosophy of history is the 
source of all his philosophical behefs. 

Ever since according to him primitive commu¬ 
nism, with which (if not in his, then in his colla¬ 
borator Engels* view) the hfe of man began on 
earth, was ended by those technological inventions 
which placed those who controlled them in a 
position to extort labour and other forms of service 
from those who did not, the hfe of men has been 
dominated by the efforts of those who have 
cornered the means of production to preserve 
their power and exploit other men in their own 
interests. This takes the form of treating the ex¬ 
ploited as cattle - that is, of appropriating the 
difference of what it costs to keep them active and 
capable of production, and the value ^f their 
products. This Marx calls “Surplus value” out 
of which all capital is formed, and to secure which 
the class struggle is waged. In the course of this 
great coercive hold over one section of society by 
another, the masters become, willy-nilly, engaged 
in a social and economic activity aimed at the per¬ 
petuation and increase of their power. This very 
activity cannot but breed technical methods wliich 
alter the social structure, and add - however little 
the masters may have intended this - to the skills 
and powers of the exploited. These last, trained in 
their own arts by their masters, in their turn over¬ 
throw them, only to be threatened with the same 
fate themselves when their own cxploiution of the 
class below them duly reaches the (technologically 
conditioned] stage of crisis, explosion and the “dia¬ 
lectical” leap on to a new level. Ideas arc weapons 
which the master class generates and uses in the 
course of its struggle for power. The function of 
such ideas, in virtue of their very origin, must al¬ 
ways begin by militating in favour of the dominant 
class. Those among the exploited who accept these 


ideas - and the institutions in wliich they are em¬ 
bodied - uncritically accept sometliing wliich mili¬ 
tates against their own interests and in favour of 
that of their masters. They may be unaware oftliis, 
and accept these ideas and institutions as if they were 
eternally valid •- guaranteed by religion, or meta¬ 
physics, or order of nature, wliich is regarded as 
eternal, unalterable and just; and so they treat what 
in fact are products of changing human interests, 
human skills, human struggle fc»i' power, as if they 
were sometliing ordained by an eternal divinity 
or some objective standard of truth or goodness or 
beauty, which is the same for all men, at all times, in 
all places. Such standards do not exist for Marx. 
Everything is valid only in its own place and time, 
and intelligible only in terms of the social structure 
wliich requires it. As for the illusion that there exist 
universal human values, or that institutions created 
by the masters may be right for, or beneficial to, 
the oppressed - that is to liim a form of “aliena¬ 
tion” (another Hegelian category), an inevitable 
concomitant of the painful progress of mankind. 

“Alienation” is a phenomenon which occurs 
when something created to minister to human 
needs, acquires an institutional hfe of its own, an 
independent existence, and presents itself to men 
not as an artificial weapon forged by them in 
pursuit of some need winch may, indeed, have 
vanished long ago, but as an objective entity with 
power and authority, like some inexorable law of 
nature or of an all-powerful God. For Marx the 
moral and religious values of what he calls the capi- 
tahst system of his own time, wliich dominate the 
whole of society, from the powerful and rich to the 
humblest and poorest, arc precisely such forms of 
ahenation: values and institutions whose sole pur¬ 
pose (although this may have been forgotten) is to 
prop up the power of a given ct onomically dom¬ 
inant class, have come to be regarded by die whole 
of a society as being independently valid for all 
men; with the result that institutions designed to 
forward the interest of the masters, in their ossified 
and canonized form destroy the hves not only of 
the oppressed, but to some degree of the oppres¬ 
sors too. This is no less true of moral and polidcal 
systems; indeed of cverytlung which, designed 
as it inevitably must be, to forward the interests of 
one passing class, unconsciously twists the lives 
of it victims, so that men arc exposed no longer 
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merely to the ravages of uncontrolled nature, 
but become Frankensteins at the mercy of mon¬ 
sters of their own making - institutions, habits, 
beliefs, whose origins arc forgotten and whose 
functions arc no longer understood. Men treat 
commodities as if they possessed a life and value of 
their own; the producer is cut off from the 
product he creates, and from the tools themselves, 
which acquire a delusive independent status of 
their own, often against the interest of their 
creators. 

At the same time merely to grasp and sec 
through this predicament will not conjure it away. 
The ideas which arc to destroy these survivals 
must themselves, to be effective, like all in- 
Huencial ideas, be part and parcel of a self- 
Uberating and therefore practical revolutionary 
activity, which cannot occur until the victims 
have reached a certain stage of social, and, only 
by this means, intellectual and moral organi¬ 
zation. “Alienation”, that is, the destruction of hu¬ 
man solidarity by the existence of institutions orig¬ 
inally designed to promote them, is, according to 
Marx, inevitable so long as the lives of men are 
dominated by class war - the inescapable form of 
the human struggle towards the mastery of nature 
and of their own irrational passions. Only w^hen 
the last class in the ladder of classes - the proletariat 
-• the men who possess nothing and arc therefore 
bought and sold as a commodity, triumphs over its 
oppressors, as in the pattern of history it inevitably 
wiU - only then will the historical dialectic reach 
its final resolution: the class war will cease; and the 
ideas and institutions which have been used by one 
set of men against the freedom of another will be 
replaced by institutions and ideas useful to all man¬ 
kind. 

If everything that matters in human hfc is condi¬ 
tioned by the class to which a man belongs, and by 
the position of that class in the class war, then it fol¬ 
lows that a man’s ideas, however powerful their 
influence, must be determined by his social and 
economic status, and not the other way about. 
Marx therefore calls ideas an clement in the super¬ 
structure, which is determined by the basic “struc¬ 
ture”, that is, the ccononuc constitution of a given 
human group, itself determined by what instru¬ 
ments of production arc in use, and who controls 
them. Such superstructures Marx calls ideologies. 


Sometimes he speaks of them as if they were net¬ 
works of fictions, designed to rationalize ~ give false 
but comforting explanation of - facts from which a 
given class or sub-class recoils instinctively, because 
they point to its own inevitable destruction at the 
hands of its opponents - the class wliich they ex¬ 
ploit. Thus he speaks of the ideas of bourgeois soci¬ 
ety as a conscious or unconscious rationalization of 
its interests - what it wants the world to be if it is 
to survive in it -- disguised as universal ideals. Since 
it wiU, in fact, not survive, these rationahsations 
are fallacious and delusive. Yet Marx does not, (as 
Engels docs), assert that chemistry, for instance, or 
mathematics, are invalid because they are bred in, 
and used by, members of the governing class of 
their own time. He is prepared to say that social 
conditions may be unpropitious to the appearance 
of this or that physical or mathematical discovery 
or invention, which must wait for the historically 
appropriate moment (for example, the discovery 
of the steam engine in ancient Alexandria or the 
submarine of Leonardo da Vinci); that the progress 
of science is intimately bound up with the progress 
of technology and its accompanying social institu¬ 
tions, but not that a given chemical formula or 
mathematical theorem actually distorts the lives of 
men who belong to a class opposed to that of its 
inventors, as historical or etliical or legal ideas cer¬ 
tainly appear to him to do. His followers attempted 
to expose specific scientific theories, as well as cer¬ 
tain logical and philosophical doctrines, as class 
conditioned delusions, or deliberate deceptions, 
But Marx stopped short of this conclusion. More¬ 
over, he seemed to believe that even though the 
objective conditions making for their effective ap¬ 
plication to society had conspicuously not yet been 
realised, his own doctrines were, nevertheless, rela¬ 
tively free from the inescapable distortion and 
bias which he denounced so bitterly in the ideas of 
his opponents. 

Tins ambivalence also characterizes his moral and 
political ideas. Sometimes he speaks as if moral 
judgments, and indeed all value judgments, wheth¬ 
er explicit, or implicit in behaviour and ways of 
life, are never anything but open or disguised 
weapons in the struggle for power or survival. If 
this is the case, then the ethics of a given class -- say 
the “bourgeoisie” - needs no examination, for it is 
merely a form of camouflage which will vanish 
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with the inevitable destruction of that which it 
protects. It follows that no attempt at reaching 
rational agreement by discussion between self-con¬ 
scious members of different classes about moral (or 
for that matter any) issues, can ever be of use, 
since the members of a class condemned by history 
have, in principle, been rendered incapable of un¬ 
derstanding the world in which they hvc by a kind 
of defensive mechanism which creates for them a 
foofs paradise, and prevents them from perceiving 
the ruin to w'hich they arc inexorably condemned 
by history. 

At other times, however, Marx speaks of values 
as if they were not distinguishable from facts at all. 
Mankind is marching in a single direction, class 
conquers class, until there arc no classes left to van¬ 
quish, and men arc free from the distortion to 
which the class struggle had condemned them, and 
can at last take up the task of organising their lives 
together in a rational manner. No rational being 
wishes to be frustrated or destroyed. A rational 
man is one who understands the laws and factors 
at work in liis society. To ask for the impossible is 
irrational; to beUevc in it is to be deluded by a 
Utopia. To say of a course of conduct, therefore, 
that it is good, or right, is identical with saying 
that it promotes, rather than hampers, the aci »ance 
of humanity towards the classless society, which is 
nothing but reason in action. To say that, although 
X should, Y will, happen, is ultimately meaning¬ 
less, for “should’* means “justified by reason”, and 
therefore bound to be realized if history is indeed 
the march of reason in the form of the class war, as 
Marx supposed. Hence “good”, “realistic”, “suc¬ 
cessful”, “free”, “scientific”, “effective”, “objec¬ 
tive”, “socially determined,” all coincide in mean¬ 
ing and evil, folly, failure, subjectivism, efforts to 
swim against the stream of history, arc also equival¬ 
ent expressions. Don Quixote is not merely ridi¬ 
culous, but wicked: to be fmally defeated and to be 
vicious are identical. Justice, mercy, freedom, uni¬ 
versal human values to which non-Marxist socialists 
appealed, are for him lying figments. The only true 
appeal is to the movement of history—to that which 
is in tune with the needs of the class which em¬ 
bodies the most advanced section of mankind. If a 
given act promotes the interests of this class, it is 
good and, which is to say the same thing, wiU 
succeed; if it hampers it, it is bad, an illusion, likely 
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to lead to failure and the “alienation” of the actor 
from the marching army whose interests determine 
all true values. 

The view of ideals as mere rationalizing illusions 
(“ideologies”) and the view of ideals as determined 
by this kind of cosmic utilitarianism, is never fully 
reconciled, cither in the writings of Marx or of his 
successors. So, too, his political concepts are never 
wholly clear: thus, he defines the state sometimes 
as the committee of the ruling class for the purpose 
of coercing those below, sometimes as leading a 
distinct life of its own by aiming at something 
which it cannot, given the logic of history, ever 
be •- namely an impartial arbiter between the clas¬ 
ses. In cither case the state must disappear: for, 
with the victory of the proletariat, there will be no 
one left to coerce. Rational men will not disagree 
about ends: disagreements will only be technologi¬ 
cal - about means, capable of being settled by argu¬ 
ment between experts without the employment of 
lorcc. Hence the instrument of coercion - the state 
- will wither away. Similarly Marx sometiiues 
speaks as if the revolution is as inevitable as the 
class war - it is an objective, automatic certainty; 
at other times the overthrow of the social system 
depends on conscious and timely cflTorts by the 
workers and their. leaders, which depend on 
deliberate human choice. Again there arc times 
when Marx speaks as if each stage of the class 
struggle represents an advance on its predecessor, 
and is therefore a “better” condition, since it is 
nearer the ultimate goal - the only sense of “good” 
he can consistently recognize. Yet he seems to 
accord independent value to cultural achievements 
of whatever stage of progress; thus he accords a 
lugher worth to the works of Aeschylus, Dante and 
Shakespeare than to the art of the bourgeoisie. 
At other times he speaks as if no value could be 
attached to any of the stages in the evolutionary 
ladder until the final cataclysm, when classes and 
their despotism disappear for ever. Nor have later 
thinkers succeeded in dispelling these and other 
obscurities in his moral and political doctrines. 

(I.B.) 

Materialism, in its philosophical sense, is the view 
that all that exists is material or is wholly depend¬ 
ent upon matter for its existence. This view com¬ 
prises (<i) the general metaphysical thesis that there 
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is only one fundamental kind of reality and that 
this is material, and (b) the more specific thesis that 
human beings and other living creatures are not 
dual beings composed of a material body and an 
immaterial soul, but are fundamentaUy bodily in 
nature. 

The best known form of materialism is the spec¬ 
ulative atomism of Democritus and Epicurus. 
This view arises as an attempt to give an account of 
change in terms of the ultimate elements of the 
world. According to this theory, the ultimate ele¬ 
ments are indivisible and indestructible particles 
moving about in empty space. The things, animals 
and people of the natural world are formed by the 
coalescence of these particles and decay as they dis¬ 
integrate and form new and different combina¬ 
tions. On this view, thought is a form of sensation 
and sensation is explained in physical terms as the 
changes brought about in the atoms composing 
the soul by atoms radiated from things outside the 
body and received through the organs of sense. 
When the body decays or is destroyed, sensation is 
no longer possible and the soul itself disintegrates 
into its ultimate^ atoms. Thus the distinction bet¬ 
ween soul and body is not a distinction between 
the immaterial and the material, but between dif¬ 
ferent sorts of material wholes. Materialistic atom¬ 
ism was revived in the seventeenth century and 
became the creed of such eighteenth century athe¬ 
ists as the Baron d*Holbach. This author’s System of 
Nature(I'jyo) is regarded as a classic of materialism, 
but is not altogether consistent since in it such 
mental characteristics as sympathies and antipathies 
are attributed to the ultimate material atoms. Nev¬ 
ertheless d’HoIbach defines' feeling in physical 
terms as a way of being moved and of receiving 
impulses through the body, and he rejects immate¬ 
rial souls on the ground that they are described only 
in negative terms and hence remain inaccessible to 
genuine description and explanation. 

With the growth of the physical sciences specu¬ 
lative atomism was adopted‘as an explanatory 
principle of physics and ^emistry and thus gave 
rise to scientific materialism. This outlook gained 
support from the evidences of geology and the 
theory of organic evolution, from which it ap¬ 
peared that life and mind had developed from inani¬ 
mate matter. Advances in {^ysiology reinforced 
this view, since it was claimed that the existence 


and scope of mental life depended upon the size 
and configuration of the brain. The German phys¬ 
iologist Karl Vogt (1817-1895) became notorious 
for his statement that thought was related to the 
brain much as bile is related to the liver and urine 
to the kidneys. (In fact Vogt’s utterance was an 
echo of some phrases from Cabanis’ Relations of the 
Physical and the Moral in Man (1802) where it is 
suggested that the brain may be regarded as digest¬ 
ing impressions or secreting thoughts). But neither 
Vogt nor his better known contemporary Ludwig 
Buchner (1824-1899) provided any clearly ex¬ 
pressed account of the nature of mind. Thus, al¬ 
though Buchner recognised that thought is not 
something that could be “secreted”, he has little 
positive to say about it except that it is “caused” by 
physical processes. 

In the twentieth century there have been two 
main forms of materialism, dialectical material¬ 
ism and physicalism. The former is the official 
philosophy of the Communist world and is largely 
based on writings by £iig;els and Lenin. Dialectical 
materialists describe Vogt and Buchner as “vulgar 
materialists”, but their own view, while it is clear 
as regards the dependence of mind upon matter, is 
vague as regards the nature of mind itself. It would 
seem that dialectical materialists hold that although 
mind is distinct from matter and irreducible to it, 
it is nevertheless a secondary form of existence. 
This view that mind is a new and distinct type of 
being that has emerged from matter is known as 
Emergent Materialism. 

Physicalism was formulated by some members of 
the Logical Positivist movement. It rests upon the 
view that whatever can be meaningfully said must 
state what is verifiable. The Physicalists argue, 
however, that there can be no genuine verification 
of a statement purporting to state the private expe¬ 
riences of one individual. A man may say that he 
feels a pain, but no one else can test this. What 
others can do is hear his utterances or see his move¬ 
ments. Nothing can be verified publicly by more 
than one observer except physical occurrences. 
From this the Physicalists concluded that the only 
meanu^;{ul statements about minds must refer to 
bodily behaviour of some sort. It was therefore 
their view that psychology was, in a broad sense, a 
part of physics. Whereas some psychologists had 
advocated Behaviourism as a policy of only admit- 
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ting those data that could be observed by more 
than one observer, the Physicalists advocated it on 
the ground that any other policy would have no 
meaning. 

It is important to notice that materialists do not 
deny the existence of mind or consciousness, for to 
do so would itself be an exercise of the very thing 
it purported to deny. What they deny is that mind 
or consciousness arc characteristics of immaterial 
souls. The strength of the case for materialism is a 
result of the obscurities in the notion of a whoDy 
incorporeal existence. This is held to be non-spatial 
and hence incapable of movement. But then its 
mode of operation on and with material bodies 
seems inexplicable. On the other hand to describe 
sensation in terms of physical movements or chemi¬ 
cal changes is obviously to omit what is most char¬ 
acteristic of it. The most acceptable form of ma¬ 
terialism appears to be the view that mind is not a 
thing, whether material or immaterial, but the 
powers, capacities and functioning of certain sorts 
of bodies. Yet the critic of materialism is on strong 
ground in insisting on the gulf between experience 
on the one hand and physical processes on the other. 

(h.b.a.) 

Mathematics has always been a subject of great 
interest to philosophers not only in its ow:' right 
but also as of crucial importance for the problem 
of the nature and extent of the knowledge that the 
human mind can gain through pure reasoning and 
without recourse to observation or experiment. 
No doubt we come to grasp such truths as that 
2 -f- 2 = 4 only in the course of experience, but 
this is not an experimental truth as it is an experi¬ 
mental truth that if two drops of water arc put 
with two drops of water one small puddle results; 
if mathematical knowledge is occasioned by exper¬ 
ience it is not based on experience; we do not need 
to send expeditions to Africa to sec if 2 -|- 2 = 4 
holds there also. Thus mathematical knowledge 
seems to be a case of pure rational knowledge, 
gained by thinking alone and independent of em¬ 
pirical verification; it is what is technically called 
a priori knowledge. Consequently mathematics 
appears to be a refutation of the empiricist thesis 
that all knowledge is based on scnsc-cxpcriencc, a 
counter-example so indisputable that among em¬ 
piricists only J. S. Mill has been so bold as to try to 
deny it by claiming that mathematical truths arc 
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reaUy but well-established empirical generaliza¬ 
tions. 

But mathematics is a challenge to philosophy in 
yet another way, for it is a hard problem to discover 
what mathematics is about; what is the number 
two, and what is it to add two to two, for two is 
surely not any physical thing and adding is not 
putting with as two eggs can be put with two eggs ? 
The problem arises also with regard to geometry, 
for if th^ theorem that the internal angles of a tri¬ 
angle arc equal to two right angles be understood 
to refer to triangles drawn on paper it is almost 
certainly false; what then are the triangles, rec¬ 
tangles, lines and points of which the geometer 
speaks? 

When we consider these difficulties it is not sur¬ 
prising to find that Plato, the first great philo¬ 
sopher of mathematics, regarded mathematics as 
the supreme example of knowledge of a supra- 
sensible world of intelligible entities accessible to 
the reason alone and that RusseU, at the beginning 
of his career, accepted an essentially similar posi¬ 
tion. Yet such a view is not one which can appeal to 
a robust common-sense; certainly the empiricist 
must find an alternative to it. The most famous 
attempt to find an alternative in the history of 
philosophy prior to the end of the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury is that of Kant. For him the problem of 
mathematics was central; the reader must be re¬ 
ferred to the article on Kant for an exposition of his 
views, for they cannot be stated except in the con¬ 
text of his whole position. 

At the end of the nineteenth and begimiing of 
the twentieth centuries first Frege in Germany and 
then, independently, Russell in England devel¬ 
oped the most famous of modern theories of math¬ 
ematics which is usually called the Logistic theory. 
Briefly, their view was that mathematical terms - 
number, addition and the like - could be defined 
in purely logical terms and that mathematical the¬ 
orems could be deduced from purely logical axi¬ 
oms; mathematics was therefore an extension of 
logic. This theory will now be briefly sketched. 

In the late nineteenth century the Italian math¬ 
ematician Peano had succeeded in showing that 
the arithmetic of finite cardinal numbers could 
be derived from five primitive propositions or ax¬ 
ioms and three undefined terms ~ Zero, number and 
successor of. Now it is clear tliat mathematics cannot 
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be regarded as continuous with logic unless all the 
terms of mathematics can be defined in terms of 
logic; this meant that Russell and Frege,basing their 
work on that of Pcano, had to define zero, number 
and successor of in logical terms. This task they 
claimed to have successfully performed, Frege in 
The Foundations of Arithmetic (1884), a masterpiece 
of philosophical writing that is neither very long 
nor very difficult, and Russell in The Principles of 
Mathematics (1903). The key terms Russell used in 
his definition are class, belonging to a class and simi- 
larity; thus he defined number in general as “the 
class of classes similar to a given class”. Wc cannot 
usefully now go into technical detail; the essential 
point to grasp is that definitions of the basic terms 
of mathematics were given so that any mathemat¬ 
ical proposition could be rewritten so that all ref¬ 
erence to numbers vanished and was replaced by 
reference to classes, membership of classes and rela¬ 
tions between classes. No one could deny that the 
concept of a class belonged to logic. 

But if mathematics is to be identified with logic 
we must not merely be able to reduce the vocab¬ 
ulary of mathematics to that of logic; we must also 
be able to deduce the five axioms of Peano, or 
whatever else we take as a set of axioms for math¬ 
ematics, from purely logical axioms. This gigantic 
task was undertaken by Frege in his Grund^esetze 
der Arithmetik and by Whitehead and Russell in 
PrincipiaMathematica^the most famous logical work 
since the Analytics of Aristotle. Many philosophers 
would claim that Whitehead and Russel essentially 
succeeded in this project, and regard the logistical 
theory of mathematics as established. The whole 
of mathematics, it is claimed, has been shown to 
be but an elaboration of a set of trivial logical 
axioms. 

Opponents of the logistical thesis would urge 
that not all the axioms required are so trivial. Dif¬ 
ficulties concerning the axiom of choice and the 
axiom of reducibility arc too technical for short 
explanation; but we may shortly consider the ax¬ 
iom of infinity, Russell’s definition of number is such 
that in effect to speak of the number three is to 
speak of the class composed of all classes having 
three members and to speak of the number nine 
is to speak of the class of classes with nine members 
and so on; but if there were only eight objects in 
the universe then tlic class of classes with nine 
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members would be empty - it would be a null class 
- and similarly for all numbers greater than eight; 
so that all numbers greater than eight would be 
equal to each other and equal also to zero, which 
is absurd. To avoid ever getting to a stage in the 
sequence of finite integers when they would all 
become equal to zero Russell and Whitehead in¬ 
troduced the axiom of infinity which in effect says 
that there are an infinite number of objects in the 
universe; but this is not obviously true and if true 
is not obviously a logical truth. Whether such dif¬ 
ficulties can be surmounted without abandoning 
the logistic thesis is still an open question. 

Of alternative theories, the best known is for¬ 
malism; as stated by its best knov/n exponent, 
Hilbert, this is the view that mathematics is to be 
regarded as an abstract calculus of which the terms, 
numbers, are given no interpretation beyond being 
tilings which satisfy the axioms; the essential of 
mathematics is scif-consistcncy, which is a purely 
formal property. Critics of tliis view claim that 
mathematical terms must be given more than this 
purely formal meaning if mathematics is to be 
applied - as it obviously can be; even within math¬ 
ematics wc need to say such things as that four has 
two square roots, and here “two” must be given 
more than a formal meaning. 

There is no agreed answer to the central prob¬ 
lems of the nature of mathematics; but in spite of 
disagreement it becomes more and more probable 
as work progresses that an account of mathematics 
can be given which while admitting its a priori 
character will not require us to accept a Platonic 
view involving some rational insight into a world 
of eternal essences which are the subject of math¬ 
ematical investigation. (j.o.u.) 

Meaning, see Ideas, Logical Positivism, Meinong, 
Wittgenstein. 

Medieval Philosophy. The Middle Ages are sig¬ 
nificant in the history of thought as the period in 
which living religious traditions came into full con¬ 
tact with Greek philosophy. This experience was 
common to Muslims, Jews and Christians, and in 
each case the chief philosophical factor was the text 
of Aristode, accompanied by a vague current of 
neoplatonism which affected the interpreution 
of Aristotle and occasionally showed itself hide- 



pendcntly. All three religions were faced with a 
choice between the primacy of theology, the pri¬ 
macy of philosophy, and the possibility of a harmo¬ 
nious synthesis of both. The efforts at synthesis 
provided the most interesting thinking of the 
period. 

The Muslims came into contact with Greek pliilo- 
sophy as tlicy extended their conquests over Asia 
Minor towards the gates of Constantinople. 
Avicenna (Ibn Sina, 980-1037) succeed'd to his 
own satisfaction in harmonizing the Koran with a 
neo-platonic type of doctrine of the emanation of 
all things from God, worked out in Aristotelian 
terms. Averroes (Ibn Rushd, 1126-1198) was 
throughout the Middle Ages regarded as the Com¬ 
mentator of Aristotle par excellence, but his adher¬ 
ence to the theory of the eternity of matter and his 
denial of personal immortality were incompatible 
with orthodox Islam. After his death a theological 
reaction, already preluded by the notable mystical 
thinking of Algazel (Al Gazali 1058-1111), put an 
end to the creative period of Arabic philosophy. 

Jewish tliinkcrs living in Muslim countries, espe¬ 
cially Spain, underwent similar philosophical in¬ 
fluences. Avencebrol (Solomon ibn Gabirol, 1021- 
1058), the author of The Source of Life, was thor¬ 
oughly neoplatonic in spirit. Maitnonide:? (Moses 
ben Maimon, ii 35-1204) wrote The Guide of the 
Perplexed, which is the most remarkable develop¬ 
ment of Aristotelian philosophy in harmony with 
Jewish monotheism and had considerable influence 
on Aqtiinas. A theological reaction also stifled 
medieval Jewish philosophical speculation. 

The earliest period of C'hristian pliilosophy in the 
Middle Ages, from the end of the eighth to the end 
of the eleventh century, saw a gradual but by no 
means uninterrupted recovery from the barbarism 
of the Dark Ages. Philosophy had no independent 
existence, but philosophical notions persisted 
through the study of the Fathers, especially of 
Augustine, and through the reading of Boethius. 
The more elementary parts of Aristotelian logic 
were taught under the name of dialectic among the 
seven liberal arts, and the remarks of Porphyry in 
his Isagoge directed attention to the question of the 
relation of universal concepts to fact. The neo¬ 
platonic system of Erigena in the ninth century 
was an isolated product of individual genius. 

The twelfth century was the period of the rccov- 
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ery of the text of Aristotle, but already the need of 
more material for study was evident in the new 
speculative urge of Anselm (1033-1109), the origi¬ 
nator of the ontological argument. The brilliant 
speculative mind of Abelard (1079-1142) was 
partly stultified by the lack of material for reflec¬ 
tion and criticism. In the course of this century 
however, and in the earlier part of the next, the 
writings of Aristotle were made available in Latin 
translation and came to be understood. It should be 
borne in mind that for the Middle Ages Aristotle 
was the leading source of what we should now call 
science as well as what we should now distinguish 
as philosophy. The rise of universities, as at Paris 
and at Oxford, was also a stimulus to systematic 
study. 

The thirteenth century w^as the most important 
in medieval philosophy because it was the period of 
the critical assimilation of Aristotle. The more con¬ 
servative theologians, who arc sometimes described 
as Augustinian because their leading authority re¬ 
mained Augustine, made use of the new Aristotel¬ 
ian knowledge and method while keeping them in 
strict subordination to the tradition of Christian 
theology. Such was Bonaventura (1221-1274). 
Albert the Great (1206-1280) gave himself whole¬ 
heartedly to the new learning, and his disciple 
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274) provided the clas¬ 
sical medieval synthesis of Aristotelian philosophy 
and Christian theology. His pacific manner some¬ 
times obscures the fact that he was ready to suggest 
modifications on cither side whenever he thought 
them desirable. The nearest comparable synthesis is 
that of John Duns Scotus (1266-1308) in the next 
generation. Meanwhile the more radical Aristote¬ 
lians, sometimes called Averroists on account of 
their rather uncritical attachment to the interpreta¬ 
tions of the Commentator, arrived at philosoplucal 
conclusions which they could not square with the¬ 
ology. Siger of Brabant (c. 1235-1284) seems sim¬ 
ply to have honestly expounded his difficulties, but 
others come under theological suspicion of sub¬ 
stituting philosophical conclusions for doctrines of 
faith. 

While Aquinas remains important as having tried 
to erect a metaphysical philosophy on an empir¬ 
ical basis, that empirical basis needed further an¬ 
alysis. In the fourteenth century the criticism of 
William of Ockham (r. 1290-1349) brought 
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philosophy to a more completely empirical starting 
point. This might have been an invitation to a more 
critical metaphysic, but there was no great mind 
to take up the challenge. Medieval philosophy 
tended to decline into that sterile logic-chopping 
which a later age, typified by Hobbes, was to 
consider characteristic of the schoolmen. The neo¬ 
platonic system of Nicholas of Cusa (1401-1464) 
was again an individual achievement. 

The revival of scholastic philosophy after the Re¬ 
naissance, associated above all with the name of 
Francisco Suarez (1548-1617), falls outside the Mid¬ 
dle Ages, but it was a revival which failed to last 
because it did not come to terms with the rise of 
modern science. For the more recent revival see 
Neo-Tbomism. The spirit of medieval philo¬ 
sophy is sometimes summed up in the phrase which 
speaks of philosophy as the handmaid of theology, 
but this was a phrase of a conservative theologian, 
Peter Damiani (1007-1072), who was anxious to 
curb the pretensions of rational speculation. It is 
better summarized by Anselm when he speaks of 
faith seeking understanding. The great medieval 
philosophers, while presupposing the truth of 
Christianity, sought with candour and persistence 
for whatever new light could be thrown on their 
view of the world by what they could recover of 
Greek philosophy. (d.j.b.h.) 

Meinong, Alexius, (1853-1920), Austrian philo¬ 
sopher, who developed Brentano’s intentional psy¬ 
chology, and whose reahsm greatly influenced 
Russell, Moore and other British and American 
Realists. Meinong spent most of his life as a profes¬ 
sor at the University of Graz. His principal works 
are: Hume Studies (1877, 1882); Psychological’^thical 
Investigations towards Value-theory (1894); On As¬ 
sumptions (1902); On Possibility and Probability 
(1915); On Emotional Presentation (1917); Ground¬ 
work of the General Theory of Value (1923). Findlay’s 
Meinong s Theory of Objects covers much of die 
above material for the English reader. 

Meinong’s Psychology is rooted in that of Bren- 
tano: he assumes that directedness-to-objects is the 
distinguishing property of the mental. The analysis 
of mental states is, however, complicated by dis¬ 
tinguishing two “elements” in them: (a) an “act- 
clement” (which carries no connotation of activity), 
which represents the manner in which a state of 


mind is directed to its object, and (b) a “content- 
element” which is defined as that which gives a 
state of mind its direction to one object rather than 
another. The difference between thinking of drag¬ 
ons and believing in dragons is a difference in “act”, 
whereas the difference between beUeving in drag¬ 
ons and believing in ghosts is a difference in con¬ 
tent. By the “content-clement” Meinong does not 
mean any mental image or representation,much less 
the object itself: the use of the term practically only 
expresses the fact that its being of a certain object 
is intrinsic to, and not adventitious to, a state of 
mind. Meinong builds on Brentano’s threefold clas¬ 
sification of states of mind into Presentations, Judg¬ 
ments and Affective-Desiderative attitudes. But he 
divides Presentations into those involving Passive 
Perception and those involving Active Production^ 
for example, ideas of relations. He also places be¬ 
side Judgments certain judgment-like attitudes 
which lack conviction^ that is. Assumptions {Annah- 
men) and shows how important these are in art, 
play, pretence, fantasy, hypothesis etc. And he sep¬ 
arates the affective and dcsidcrative attitudes which 
Brentano confounded. 

The main interest of Meinong’s doctrine does 
not, however, lie in his Psychology but in his 
Gegenstandstheorie or Object-theory. According to 
Meinong, if we ask ourselves exactly what our 
various mental states bring to mind, wc shaU see 
that different types of mental state correspond to 
typically different objects. Thus our various “pro¬ 
ductive presentations” introduce us to various “ob¬ 
jects of higher order” which are founded on the 
objects of passive perception, for example, a partic¬ 
ular grouping or pattern is “objective” and yet is 
not something that wc passively see. Such founded 
objects arc said to Meinong to subsist (bestehen) or 
have subsistence (Bestand), and not to exist, a use of 
terms taken over by Moore and Russell. Meinong 
further held that what we judge and what wc assume 
is a peculiar complex object called by him an “ob¬ 
jective”, which involves other objects as its mate¬ 
rial, and which cannot be said to exist, but which 
may either be or not be a fact{tatsdchUch)* “Objec¬ 
tives” arc the Russcll-Moorc “propositions”. They 
arc expressed by a complete sentence or a that- 
clause, for example “that Caesar conquered Gaul”, 
but their status as objectives docs not depend on 
their being expressed or thought. 
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The most famous (or notorious) of Mcinong’s 
doctrines is concerned with objects which do not 
exist or with objectives which are not facts. Ac¬ 
cording to Meinong such objects or objectives arc 
genuine objects or objectives, with a make-up which 
is independent of thought or expression. Their very 
non-existence or not-being-thc-casc entails this ob¬ 
jective status, for the non-existence of a golden 
mountain is quite different from the non-existence 
of a round square, and the not-being-thc-casc of the 
former existence differs from the not-bcing-thc- 
case of the latter. But Meinong docs not hold as 
Russell for a time did, that non-existent objects 
subsist j or have any sort of being (Sein). He only 
maintains that they have a describable nature or 
Sosein, which is unaffected by the circumstance of 
their existence or non-existence. We may say, for 
example, that a round square is round and square, 
but not that there is a round square. For Meinong, 
therefore, “Something is F“ is not equipollent to 
“There is an F”, as it is for Russell. There are serious 
difficulties in this position, but it is much subder 
and more arguable than the view usually attributed 
to Meinong. Meinong holds further that objects 
that caimot be said to exist play an extremely 
important role in knowledge. Objects incompletely 
determined, for example, a man living ne rt door, 
and which violate the law of excluded middle, are 
none the less the means through which the mind 
refers to objects which exist and arc completely 
determinate. In his theory of Knowledge Meinong 
makes use of Brentano’s concept of self-evidence 
(Evidenz), but he adds to absolute self-evidence 
the important notion of a surmise-evidence (Ker- 
mutungseuidenz), with which he justifies sense- 
perception. memory and induction. 

In his theory of Value Meinong holds that feel¬ 
ings may fuse cither with the act or content ele¬ 
ment of our presentations or judgments, yielding 
four types of feeling: (a) prcsentation-act-feclings in 
which we sensually like or dislike something, with¬ 
out caring about its reality or its character; (b) pres- 
cntation-content-feclings (aesthetic feelings), in 
which we do not care about the reality of some¬ 
thing but do care about its character; (r) judgment- 
jia-feelings, in which we do care about the reality 
of somet^ng but not about its character (scientific 
feelings), and (d) judgmcnt-contcnt-fcclings, or 
valuations proper, in which we care about both the 
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reality and character of something. In Mcinong’s 
earlier work no absolute or impersonal values arc 
admitted; so-called absolute values are merely val¬ 
ues for an impartial spectator. But in his later work 
he argues that feelings and desires may be the men¬ 
tal index or “content” corresponding to peculiar 
objective determinations. Feelings introduce our 
mind to “dignitatives”, for example, beauty, good¬ 
ness, while desires introduce them to “dcsidera- 
tives”, that is to various objeaive “oughts”, that 
a picture, for instance, ou^ht to be rchung. The 
objects thus introduced sometimes really subsist and 
there can be considerable surmise-evidence that 
they do so. (j n.f.) 

Metaphysics is that part of philosophy which has 
the greatest pretensions and is exposed to the 
greatest suspicions. Having the avowed aim of 
arriving at profound truths about everything, it is 
sometimes held to result only in obscure nonsense 
about nothing. This equivocal status is not the least 
of those features of metaphysics which require 
explanation. 

It will be well, first, to set out a number of de¬ 
scriptions of the subject given by some who arc 
themselves metaphysicians or critics of metaphys¬ 
ics or both. From these descriptions we may gather 
a list of characteristics each of which we may ex¬ 
pect to find in some examples of metaphysics and 
some of which we may find in all. The task will 
then be to explain how these characteristics arc 
related; to decide, if possible, which of them are 
central; and perhaps to distinguish different kinds 
of metaphysics. 

The name of the subject is the name given by 
scholars to a treatise of Aristode. Aristotle de¬ 
scribed the subject of his treatise in a number of 
different ways which he regarded as equivalent. He 
called it the study of the first principles of things. 
He said it was the science of existence in general, or 
of “being as such”, contrasting it in this respect 
with the various special sciences which each studied 
only one part or aspect of being. He described it 
also as the study of “substance”, a term which oc¬ 
cupies a central position in the work of most of the 
great metaphysicians who came after him. Sub¬ 
stance he declared to be what primarily existed, and 
was prior to all other things in respea not only of 
existence, but of explanation and of knowledge as 
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well; that is to say, the explanation of anything 
else involved tlic idea of substance; knowledge of 
anything else involved knowledge of substance; 
and the existence of everything else depended on 
the existence of substance. Metaphysics, then, is re¬ 
garded by Aristotle as a single, comprehensive 
study of what is fundamental to all existence, all 
knowledge and all explanation. It will at once be 
evident that different identifications of substance, 
i.e. of what has this fundamental character, will 
yield different systems of metaphysics. 

If we set beside Aristotle’s account of his subject 
the words of the English metaphysician, F. H. 
Bradley, we notice a Afferent clement in the def¬ 
inition. Bradley says: “We may agree, perhaps, to 
understand by metaphysics an attempt to know 
reality as against mere appearance, or the study of 
first principles or ultimate truths, or again the effort 
to comprehend the universe, not simply piecemeal 
or by fragments, but somehow as a whole**. The 
mention of first principles, the contrast with “piece¬ 
meal** studies, are Aristotelian. But the emphasis 
on knowledge of reality as against mere appearance 
is an additional clement. 

There is a more striking shift of emphasis when 
w'c turn to the great critical metaphysicians, Hume 
and Kant. Kant emphasized above all the non- 
empirical character both of the subject-matter and 
of the method of traditional metaphysics. Its meth¬ 
od was a priori, the employment of pure reason 
alone; its subject matter was transcendent. Neither 
its results nor its methods could be checked by 
experience. For it argued to conclusions about 
things which transcended experience, in accord¬ 
ance with principles which experience did not es¬ 
tablish. The resulting controversies were endless; 
and “the battlefield of these endless controversies 
is called metaphysics**. Kant concluded that wc 
should turn the light of reason on reason itself, that 
we should undertake the critical examination 
of pure reason in order to determine what it is, and 
what it is not, capable of. The first, and perhaps 
the only, task of metaphysics is to determine its 
own limits. Kant here echoes, in a more specific 
form, the suggestion of Hume that wc should ‘‘in¬ 
quire seriously into the nature of human under¬ 
standing and show, from an exact analysis of its 
powers and capacity, that it is by no means fitted 
for such remote and abstruse subjects’*. This in¬ 


quiry Hume describes as “cultivating true meta¬ 
physics with some care in order to destroy the false 
and adulterate**. 

There is a certain modern account of metaphysics 
which does not seem at all obviously related to 
what has gone before. Wisdom describes a meta¬ 
physical proposition as, characteristicaDy, a sort of 
illuminating falsehood, a pointed paradox which 
uses language in a novel way in order to make us 
aware of differences and similarities which arc con¬ 
cealed by our ordinary ways of talking. Again, 
Wittgenstein, compares a metaphysical sugges¬ 
tion to the invention of a new kind of song. The 
thought common to both is, perhaps, that it is 
characteristic of the metaphysician to propose for 
use, or to offer for contemplation, a shift in our 
ideas, a revision of our concepts, a new way of 
looking at the world. 

The composite picture which these descriptions 
yield is not a very clear one. (i) Metaphysics is a 
comprehensive study of what is fundamental in the 
order of knowledge, explanation and existence; 
(2) it is the study of reality as opposed to mere 
appearance; (3) its subject is, or has been, what 
transcends experience; (4) it is, or ought to be, a 
study of the intellectual equipment and limitations 
of human beings; (5) its method is, or has been, 
a priori rather than empirical; (6) it proposes a revi¬ 
sion of the set of ideas in terms of which we think 
about the world, a change in our conceptual 
scheme, a new way of talking. The list of character¬ 
istics is heterogeneous, and may .seem scarcely 
coherent. Before we relate the list to actual exam¬ 
ples of metaphysics, perhaps wc can trace some 
general connections between some of its items. For 
instance, while it might be possible to interpret a 
mctophysical system as (6) a proposal for concep¬ 
tual revision, an invitation to look at the world in 
a new way, the system will not generally be pre¬ 
sented by the metaphysician as such a proposal, but 
rather as (2) a picture of things as they really are 
instead of as they delusively seem, a description of 
reality as opposed to appearance. Again, starting 
with a concern with (i) what is fundamental to 
existence, the metaphysician may reach the same 
antithesis (2); for he may express his sense of the 
importance of what he regards as fundamental by 
saying that it alone really exists and all ebe is ap¬ 
pearance. If this revised picture of reality is a rad- 
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ical enough revision, the distinction between 
appearance and reality may have to be drawn 
between what falls within and what lies outside 
experience (3); and evidently, if the concern is with 
what transcends experience, the method must be 
non-empirical (5). It is obviously less easy to con¬ 
nect (4) the recommendations of Hume and Kant 
with many of these characteristics; but at least there 
is an easy connection between the examination of 
the intellectual equipment of human beings and 
part of (i), viz. the determination of what is fun¬ 
damental in the order of knowledge and explana¬ 
tion. 

Now to compare this list of characteristics with 
actual systems of metaphysics. It is certainly true 
that most of the great metaphysicians have pro¬ 
posed radically revised pictures of the world, bold, 
comprehensive and often startling; and that most 
of them have accorded a central place in the picture 
to some few key concepts, or to some specially 
favoured type of entities given the title of “sul> 
stance’*. It is also true that the choice of key con¬ 
cepts and entities, and the resultant picture of the 
world, have varied greatly from one metaphysi¬ 
cian to another. Sometimes even “substance” has 
been dethroned, e.g. in favour of “process”; and 
among candidates for the role of substan .c the 
choice has been wide. Besides God, the divine sub¬ 
stance, who has a place in most systems, Descartes 
recognized two types of substance, matter and 
minds; Berkeley one only, mmds or spirits; Leib¬ 
niz a class of entities (monads) each of which, 
though non-spatial and non-temporal, was some¬ 
how a model of the entire universe. Spinoza rec¬ 
ognized only one comprehensive substance, God 
or Nature, infinite and eternal, of which mind and 
matter were merely two aspects. Kant regarded 
substance as belonging to the world of our ordi¬ 
nary experience, yet set Reality itself, as totally un¬ 
knowable, outside that world. Hume, though in¬ 
clined to deride the whole notion of substance, 
thought that if anything deserved the title, as being 
capable of independent existence and fundamental 
in the order of knowledge, it was particular sense- 
impressions and the imagination’s copies of these. 
It is inevitable that we should inquire into the rea¬ 
sons for this diversity; and it is impossible not to 
decide that in part it reflects historical changes in 
the general intellectual situation as human thought 
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advances or develops in different particular spheres, 
and in part individual variations in the interests, 
attitudes and preferences of different metaphy¬ 
sicians. These interests and preferences, those 
advances and developments, arc dramatised into 
cosmic tableaux^ expressed in the form of highly 
abstract myth, uncontrolled, as Hume and Kant 
remarked, by a critical examination of the kind of 
reasoning employed. The point may be illustrated 
from the case of Descartes. His main interest was in 
the development of science, and he had very clear 
ideas about the proper direction for this develop¬ 
ment. Mathematics, and in particular geometry, 
seemed to him to provide the model for scientific 
procedure. He thought that the fundamental 
method in science was the deductive method of 
geometry, which he conceived of as rigorous rea¬ 
soning from self-evident axioms; and he thought 
that the subject-matter of all the physical sciences 
must be fimdamcntally the same as the subject- 
matter of geometry, and hence that, from the point 
of view of science in general, the only important 
characteristics of things in the physical world were 
the spatial characteristics which geometry studies. 
It is not the holding of these behefs which makes 
Descartes a metaphysician. It is rather the dramatic 
expression they receive in his doctrines about the 
essential nature of knowledge and existence. He 
offers a picture of a world in which the only 
realities, apart from God, arc purely material 
substance with none but spatial characteristics, and 
pure thinking substances whose being essentially 
consists in the abihty to grasp self-evident axioms 
and their deductive consequences. Knowledge is 
nothing but the results of exercising this ability. 
Whatever else ordinarily passes for reality or 
knowledge is downgraded, given -in inferior sutus. 
Such a drastic revision of our ordinary scheme 
of things naturally creates problems, calls for 
further explanations and adjustments. Thus Des¬ 
cartes teaches, on the one hand, that it is only 
through confidence in God’s veracity that we can 
have reason to believe in the existence of material 
things ; and on the other that it is only through our 
wilfulncss that we ever believe what is false. 

Again and again in the history of the subject such 
a preoccupation with some advance, achieved or 
hoped for, in a particular branch of thought, has 
found expression in some similarly bold new vision 
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of the nature of the world. Not only mathematics 
and the physical sciences, but history, biology and 
formal logic as well, have all inspired metaphysics. 
Developments in the study of history underlay the 
Hegelian system; and the late metaphysics of Log¬ 
ical Atomism can be seen, in part, as the expression 
of a profound satisfaction with advances in formal 
logic at the end of the nineteenth and the beginning 
of the twentieth centuries. Nor is it only a concern 
with theoretical disciplines that supplies the drive 
to metaphysical revision. Religions and moralities 
too may seek and find metaphysical support. Ele¬ 
ments of diverse kinds may be fused in a single 
system, such as that of Spinoza, which expresses an 
attitude at once thoroughly scientific and pro¬ 
foundly moral. 

The critical metaphysicians, Hume and Kant, de¬ 
mand separate and special attention. Kant pointed 
out that the metaphysician necessarily employed 
concepts which have an application in our ordinary 
experience or at least are derived from concepts so 
employed; but that the metaphysician’s own use 
of these concepts characteristically ignored or went 
beyond the empirical conditions of their employ¬ 
ment. Any such extension of the use of these con¬ 
cepts, so far from extending our knowledge be¬ 
yond the limits of experience, was quite illegiti¬ 
mate, and the results were empty or senseless. Kant 
maintained that the positive task of metaphysics 
was to show how the most general and fundamen¬ 
tal concepts we employed were interrelated to form 
an organizing framework of ideas and principles, 
a framework which supplied the necessary condi¬ 
tions of the kinds of knowledge and experience 
which we in fact possessed. The negative usk was 
to show both how inevitable was the metaphysical 
temptation to use these general concepts in ways 
which disregarded the empirical conditions of their 
employment, and how inevitably empty were the 
rcsidts of succumbing to this temptation. At this 
point we find in Kant a residue of that very kind of 
metaphysics which he declared to be impossible. 
For the framework of ideas which it was the posi¬ 
tive task of metaphysics to elucidate was thought of 
by Kant as the framework of things only as they 
appeared to beings with our cognitive constitution, 
not of things as they were in themselves. What was 
ultimately real was in principle unknowable; and 
this unknowable reality acquired a more positive 


role when Kant was concerned to secure metaphy¬ 
sical foundations for morality: it appeared as the 
authoritative source of morality’s commands. 
Hume, Kant’s predecessor in time, shared with 
Kant the conviction that significant discourse was 
limited by the conditions of actual experience, and 
that much traditional metaphysics trespassed be¬ 
yond those limits. But Hume inherited from Locke 
and Berkeley a curiously limited conception of 
what experience actually supplied us with. The 
real elements of experience, he held, were separate 
and fleeting impressions of sense and feeling. Our 
ordinary picture of a world of continuously exist¬ 
ing and interacting material things and persons 
could not be rationally justified on this basis; but 
it could be explained, as the product of the asso¬ 
ciative mechanism of the imagination set in motion 
by the ultimate elements of feeling and sense. 

It will be obvious that both Hume and Kant, while 
criticizing in principle the revisionary schemes of 
other metaphysicians, were to some extent meta¬ 
physically revisionary themselves. Kant’s doctrine 
that only what is unknowable is ultimately real, 
and Hume’s doctrine that it is imagination wliich 
makes us believe in the existence of material bodies, 
arc alike in doing violence to the concepts of imag¬ 
ination, reality and knowledge which wc actually 
employ. Nevertheless, in virtue both of the positive 
and of the critical aspects of their work, these two 
great philosophers exercised an influence on meta¬ 
physics which may well appear decisive. Tliis is 
particularly true of Kant. Both philosophers con¬ 
cerned themselves with the general structure of our 
thought about the world. Both wrote, much of the 
time, in an idiom more suggestive of empirical 
psychology than of an investigation into concepts 
and the conditions of their use. But behind the 
psychological idiom of Kant wc can fmd the out¬ 
line of a far more coherent account of the general 
structure of our conceptual scheme than we can 
find cither in Hume or in those later empiricists 
who wrote in the spirit of Hume while discarding 
much of his psychology. The criticisms made by 
both Hume ajid Kant of the metaphysical employ¬ 
ment of concepts without regard to the conditions 
of their empirical use still stand. But on the critical 
as on the positive side Kant’s contribution is ul¬ 
timately more cfFective than Hume’s. For though 
these criticisms were later expressed most vocif- 
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erously and in their most extreme form by the 
school of Logical Positivists who were heirs of 
Hume rather than of Kant, the effectiveness of 
this expression suffered from the weaknesses and 
limitations of the associated empiricist meta¬ 
physics. 

Over much of the philosophical world in this cen¬ 
tury the doctrine of the impossibility of metaphysics 
became almost an orthodoxy, and the adjective 
“mctaphysicar* a pejorative word. Some of the 
reasons for this devaluation should now be clear. 
The conceptual distortions and final incoherence of 
systems, the abstract myths parading as Reahty, the 
grandiose claims and the conflicting results - these 
seemed to many the essence of the metaphysical 
enterprise and sufficient reason for condemning it; 
and the extravagances of metaphysics were by some 
of them contrasted with the sobrieties of a method 
of pliilosophical analysis which aims to make clear 
the actual functioning of our concepts in use. But 
though the repudiation of metaphysics was natural, 
it does not follow that it was justified. Metaphys¬ 
ical excess might be no more essential to metaphys¬ 
ics than tyranny to government. To show that the 
repudiation was not justified calls for some re¬ 
ordering of the facts which we have already before 
us. 

When Aristotle described the subject of his trea¬ 
tise, he distinguished it sharply from the special or 
departmental disciphnes. But the distinction was not 
drawn in a wholly clear way. It was implied that 
the “science of being as such” was more general 
and comprehensive than the special sciences. Clear¬ 
ly this most general science was not to be merely a 
compendium of the others; yet when the special sci¬ 
ences arc put on one side, what subject for study is 
left? It is difficult to avoid the impression tliat the 
projected science of being, if such a study exists at 
all, must have some curiously elusive yet very fun¬ 
damental subject-matter of its own, somehow lying 
behind those aspects of reality which arc studied 
in departmental disciplines. Behind these aspects of 
reality is Reality itself, “being as such”, the subject- 
matter of metaphysics. Already the tendency of 
metaphysics towards the transcendent becomes in¬ 
telligible. In default of a further clarification of the 
nature of the enterprise, it will inevitably appear as 
the gropings of pure reason in a mysterious realm 
to which ordinary access is impossible. Another 
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consequence may appear equally inevitable. For in 
order to describe this realm, the only materials that 
we have, or can make, available must be taken, or 
fashioned, from the conceptual equipment which 
we use for the less rarefied purposes of daily dis¬ 
course or departmental studies. If we are to put 
such concepts to work to describe the transcenden¬ 
tal realm, we must cut them off from the conditions 
of their ordinary employment and deprive them of 
their ordinary force; yet they must seem to retain 
something of their ordinary force, or we shall not 
even seem to be saying anything significant. So 
transcendental metaphysics proceeds by way of 
conceptual distortion to a termination in uncash- 
able metaphor. 

This is a kind of caricature of the rake’s progress 
of metaphysics. Its purpose is to enable us to see more 
clearly the significance of the Kantian revolution. 
When Kant denied that knowledge of reality was 
possible, he was in effect denying that metaphysics 
had, or could have, any such pccuhar subject- 
matter of its own. But he did not thereby deprive 
the metaphysician of employment. The positive 
task of the metaphysician was not to think about a 
special world, but to think about the structure of 
our thinking about the ordinary world ; not to ac¬ 
quire knowledge of objects bevond our experience, 
but to clarify the nature and conditions of know¬ 
ledge of objects within our experience. So meta¬ 
physics is indeed a more general and comprehen¬ 
sive study than any special science; for it aims to 
make clear the fundamental general structure of aU 
our ordinary and scientific tliinking. Its method is 
indeed non-cmpirical; for it inquires into the con¬ 
ceptual structure which is presupposed by all our 
empirical inquiries. 

I'his conception of metaphysics may appear to 
differ from the Aristotelian conception. There is no 
mention of “being as such”, of what is prior in the 
order of existence. But this difference is apparent 
only. If we investigate the fundamental categories 
of human thought, the connections between them, 
and the dependencies of one on another, we are 
thereby committed to inquiring into the relations 
between the various types of entity, or being, 
which we admit into our conceptual scheme. The 
idea of ontological priority is not discarded, but 
simply given a clearer meaning. It is the idea of a 
transcendent reality as a possible subject of inquiry 
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which is abandoned. The Aristotelian conception 
is not rejected, but rescued from perversion. 

It might be said that the aims of metaphysics, so 
understood, arc no different from those of philo¬ 
sophical analysis in general, which also proposes 
to investigate the actual functioning of our con¬ 
cepts; or that, at most, the difference will simply be 
one of scope and generality. But this is an impor¬ 
tant difference, which entails anotlicr: a difference 
in method. When the analytical philosopher pro¬ 
poses to investigate some particular concept - say, 
that of memory, or cause, or truth - he finds his 
surest method of procedure to lie in a careful exam¬ 
ination of the actual use of the verbs, adjectives and 
nouns by means of which we introduce this con¬ 
cept into our discourse. Such an examination has 
great power to reveal the complexities of his con¬ 
cept, the multifariousness of the phenomena which 
it covers, and, up to a point, its connections with 
other concepts. The results arrived at in this way 
may be perfectly adequate for the purposes of a 
regional analysis, which legitimately takes much 
for granted; and they provide an indispensable cor¬ 
rective to the conceptual distortions to wliich meta¬ 
physics is prone. But this method of illuminating 
the workings of a particular part of our conceptual 
apparatus is apt to assume, rather than to reveal, the 
fundamental structure of the apparatus as a whole; 
and it is precisely this general structure which the 
metaphysician wishes to understand. The connec¬ 
tions and dependencies which he has to make ex¬ 
plicit he below the surface of the linguistic phenom¬ 
ena. They do not lie so far below the surface that 
they cannot be detected and recognized. But their 
detection and recognition require a wider-ranging 
vision than is compatible with attention to the sur¬ 
face phenomena alone. 

We have seen that many traditional metaphys¬ 
icians have not been content to describe the actual 
structure of our thought about the world in its 
most general and fundamental aspects. Rather they 
have wished to substitute a revised structure, which 
somehow symbolized their own intellectual pre¬ 
occupations and attitudes. It is almost as if, in order 
to record their sense of the importance of a certain 
change of direction in thought, they had to exag¬ 
gerate the extent and implications of the change; 
as if our whole view of the world had to be at least 
temporarily altered, in order to accommodate a 


new vision of one of its aspects. Perhaps indeed 
there was a certain historical necessity about this; 
and it is not surprising that to some historically- 
minded critics this side of metaphysics has seemed 
to be the only side. We have seen reason to think 
that this is a mistake. The most fundamental con¬ 
cepts and categories of human thinking arc not 
those which undergo drastic changes with advances 
in the sciences or alterations in social living; and the 
investigation of this central core of tliought pro¬ 
vides metaphysics with a constant subject-matter. 
But it would be a mistake on the opposite side to 
suppose that the central tasks of metaphysics can be 
performed once for all, and the subject regarded as 
closed. For even though its central subject-matter 
docs not significantly change, the idiom, the needs, 
and the emphases of metaphysical elucidation vary 
from age to age and even from one philosopher to 
another. Old truths have to be restated in a new 
idiom; different parts of the picture call, from time 
to time, for more or less emphatic illumination. 
Metaphysical elucidation can reach no fmal and 
complete form. But that does not mean it is impos¬ 
sible. Some projections of the picture involve less 
distortion than others; and even those projections 
which involve the grossest distortions of the picture 
as a whole may nevertheless represent a part of it 
with a peculiar clarity. (p.f.s.) 

Mill, James (1773-1836). Born in Aberdeenshire, 
Scotland, Mill studied for the ministry at Edin¬ 
burgh University but religious doubts led him to 
give up this career and at twenty-nine he went to 
London. In 1808 Mill met Bentham, converted 
him to Radicalism and became his chief lieutenant. 
In 1819 he entered the East India Company and 
lived to become its chief administrator. A remark¬ 
able account of his character and opinions is given 
in the Autobiography of his eldest son, John Stuart 
MiU. 

Metaphysics. In his Analysis of the Phenomena of 
the Human Mind (1829) Mill tries to show that all 
knowledge is reducible to feelings (sensations, ideas, 
pleasures, pains) occurring in certain orders - some 
successive, some simultaneous. Feelings tend to be¬ 
come associated in regular patterns if they occur 
together. To explain a notion is always to analyse it 
into ideas that have become associated. The doc¬ 
trine is reductionist, atomistic, and did not succeed 
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i\i the author’s intention which was to make the 
human mind as plain as the road from Charing 
Cross to St PauFs. 

Morality. The doctrine of association encouraged 
Mill to think that almost anything could be accom¬ 
plished by education; and that men (who necessa¬ 
rily seek only their own happiness) could be so 
constituted by education as to find their own hap¬ 
piness in devotion to the common good {Encyclo¬ 
pedia Britannica, 1820, “Education**). The test of 
right actions lies in their consequences: it is a uni- 
versalistic test - the right is that which promotes 
general happiness, not the happiness of the agent. 
Moral praise and blame, reward and punishment 
constitute a social device for the artificial encour¬ 
agement of actions useful to society and discour¬ 
agement of those that are harmful to society. 

Politics. Mill rejects all notions of “natural rights’* 
and makes an attempt (perhaps the first ever made) 
to defend representative institutions on purely util¬ 
itarian lines {Encyclopedia Britannica, 1820: “Gov¬ 
ernment”). Men need government in order to de¬ 
fend their lives and interests from other men; but 
any government is made up of men ~ who will 
have a private interest in plundering and enslaving 
their subjects. A power is therefore needed to act 
as a check upon the “sinister interests” of grvem- 
ment: and the only effective way of setting up such 
a power is by choosing representatives. But how 
can we ensure an identity of interest between com¬ 
munity and representatives? By frequent elections. 
Mill advocates not a representative government 
but a representative anti-government. Who is to 
choose the representatives? Mill excludes women 
and children and younger men on the ground that 
they have a natural identity of interest with their 
husbands and fathers. Mill contemplates other ex¬ 
clusions and finally advocates votes for the middle 
class since they arc the real leaders of society and 
have been throughout the whole history of the 
world. Mill had unbounded confidence in rep¬ 
resentative institutions accompanied by complete 
freedom of discussion. 

Certain critics, for example Halcvy, arc inclined 
to rank James Mill, as a thinker, above John Stuart 
Mill. However it can hardly be denied that James 
Mill is the perfect doctrinaire in all that he at¬ 
tempted. This weakness shows most in his treat¬ 
ment of government. The argument proceeds from 
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assumptions without historical backing: only one 
reason is given for each step taken ~ one is supposed 
to be decisive and one is therefore enough. Mac¬ 
aulay’s attack {Edinburgh Review, 1829) fastens upon 
this deductive method. (k.b.) 

Mill, John Stuart (1806-1873), horn in London. 
J. S. Mill was educated at home by his father James 
Mill. At eighteen he entered the East India Com¬ 
pany’s service, where his father was also employed, 
and remained with the Company until its extinc¬ 
tion in 1858, at which time he had become its chief 
London administrator. At the age of twenty, Mill 
suffered a “mental crisis” followed by a long period 
of depression and disillusion, during which he 
found consolation in rcadingWordsworth’s poetry. 
On his recovery he reacted for a time against the 
intellectual and moral opinions of his father and 
liis circle, and came under the influence of Coler¬ 
idge, Carlyle and John Sterling. In 1831 he met 
Harriet Taylor and the two formed a passionate 
attachment which gradually came to be tolerated 
by her husband but not by most of their friends. 
It seems that on the whole Mrs Taylor’s influence 
helped to free Mill from his Coleridgcan inclina¬ 
tions. 

Mill’s first original work consisted of essays on 
economic questions (written 1830-34, published 
1844). At about the same time he began work on 
the philosophy of logic and devoted to it the 
“spare time” of his most fruitful years. A System of 
Logic, Ratiocinative and Inductive was published in 
1843 and made Mill a famous man. The Political 
Economy appeared only two years later. In 1851 
John Taylor died, and thereafter the two friends 
married and began work together on a number of 
essays and on the Autobiography. They both worked 
in the shadow of death, and were attempting to 
complete a bare oudine of their views - “a sort of 
mental pemmican, which thinkers, when there are 
any after us, may nourish themselves with, and 
then dilute for other people”. The partnership 
came to an end in 1858, when Harriet died at 
Avignon; The Essay on Liberty (a “joint work”) 
was pubhshed in the following year. MiU now 
retired, living partly at Blackheath and partly at 
Avignon and carried out many of the projects he 
had discussed with his wife. He became a well- 
known public figure, a champion of women’s 
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rights, of the working-classes and of electoral re¬ 
form. In 1865 he was elected M. P. for Westminster 
and was then able to propose votes for women as 
an amendment to Disracli*s Franchise Bill. He died 
at Avignon at the age of sixty-seven, the outstand¬ 
ing English radical of his day and a main link bet¬ 
ween liberal thought in England and the rest of 
the world. 

At the age of fifteen, Mill gave his enthusiastic 
assent to the ethical system of Bentham : admir¬ 
ing, even at that age, Bentham's total rejection of 
intuitive modes of reasoning in morals. Bentham 
introduced scientific methods into the discussion of 
moral questions. This position Mill never con¬ 
sciously abandoned: and in his logical inquiries, 
and in his later reflexions on Justice and Liberty, he 
attempted to show that the idtimate test must be an 
experimental and utilitarian one. Mill also agreed* 
with Bentham in holding that all our conduct is 
determined: and that all our deliberate acts are 
motivated by the belief that a certain line of con¬ 
duct will lead to our own greatest good. Our deci¬ 
sions rest upon our characters and beliefs, as well as 
on our situations. Mill held that we can to a degree 
correct our beliefs and improve our characters - if 
we want to do so. The desire to have or to know 
may be efficacious: and so also may the desire to be. 
This (Mill says) embodies what is really inspiriting 
and ennobling in the (incorrect] doctrine of &«e 
will. Mill at least makes clear that moral discus¬ 
sion has point: it may help to decide a man what 
sort of person he would like to be. 

The fundamental principles of Mill’s ethics are 

(1) That pleasure alone is good or desirable in itself; 

(2) That actions arc right in proportion as they tend 
to promote the happiness of all concerned, wrong 
as they rend to promote unhappiness; and happi¬ 
ness means pleasure and the absence of pain (Util¬ 
itarianism Ch. 1). 

(i) ’’Happiness is desirable, and the only thing 
desirable, as an end; all other things being desirable 
as means to that end.** Mill demurs about giving a ~ 
proof of this thesis but tries to connect pleasure or 
happiness with being the object of a desire; and 
being good in itself.We can sec that each man de¬ 
sires his own happiness; that, of course, does not 
imply that happiness is desirable or good. But Mill 
was neither the first nor the last to hold that there 
must be some intimate connexion between being 


good and being desiicd. Perhaps his view is that we 
learn to call things good and bad, desirable or undesir¬ 
able, through our experience of desiring and getting 
or not getting what we desire. Some of the things 
we have desired turn out to be worth while: others 
not. Is happiness one of the things men desire - and 
one which turns out to be good? Mill says that to 
desire a thing is to think of it as pleasant ~ to hold 
that it brings or would bring pleasure. This evi- 
dendy widens the meaning of “pleasure”: the 
word becomes a technical term for whatever any¬ 
one desires for its own sake: and certainly not all 
these things can be called “desirable** or “good**. 
In fact Mill is not at all prepared to treat all objects 
of desire alike: he makes many distinctions and 
conveys his own definite preferences. Some desires 
arc primitive: others the result of experience, train¬ 
ing, self-discipline and special associations. A hun¬ 
gry man (whatever his character) desires food: a 
miser desires to have money and a spendthrift to 
spend it. The pleasures of the miser, the spendthrift 
and the virtuous man are educated pleasures. Mill 
points to the qualitative differences: the kinds of 
pleasure. These are readily recognizable: while 
quantitative differences (Bentham’s “circum¬ 
stances**) arc often difficult or impossible to assess. 
Mill may have supposed that qualitative differences 
arc ultimately reducible to quantitative ones: but 
he is at no pains to say so. In effect he says that we 
ought in all our decisions to give preference to the 
“higher** pleasures, which include the social and 
generous pleasures and those of the cultivated feel¬ 
ings and intellect. 

(2) “Actions arc right in proportion as they tend 
to promote happiness.*’ The happiness to be consid¬ 
ered is not that of the agent, but that of all con¬ 
cerned in the action. Mill is not often critizised for 
holding this univcrsalist view; but for having pre¬ 
tended to prove that the general happiness must be 
something which “the aggregate of all persons’* in 
fact regard as desirable or good. There are two 
points to be distinguished: (a) What is the nature of 
a right action ? (b) Who will be moved to do it ? On 
the first question, Mill may be taken either as offer¬ 
ing an a^ysis of the accepted definition of “right 
action* or as putting forward a point of view. Mill, 
like Bentham, was not always very clear which he 
was doing, but in the main he seems to be doing 
the second - and seems to recognize clearly that 
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other views arc meaningful though mistaken. On 
the second question Mill argues that men have nat¬ 
ural social impulses which lead them to consider the 
good of all concerned in an action: these may be 
strengthened by training and experience: 

Some actions will in fact bring happiness in the 
long run, others will not. In effect Mill argues that 
wc ought to choose the action which (at the time of 
decision) looks most likely to produce most happi¬ 
ness: it is the only possible practical version of Util¬ 
itarianism. But even tliis seems to ask more than is 
reasonable: how can one always stop to calculate? 
Mill answers very definitely that one should usually 
be guided by those general rules which have been 
formulated as a result of the long experience of men 
in society: “the beliefs that have come down arc the 
rules of morality for the multitude, and for the 
philosopher, until he has succeeded in finding 
better”. The philosopher is entitled to test tradi¬ 
tional rules; to ask whether the general observance 
of a rule makes for greater happiness than the gen¬ 
eral observance of any alternative rule would do, 
or than leaving the matter outside the scope of rules. 
And in applying such a test, preference must be 
given to the “higher” kinds of pleasure. The place 
assigned to rules is a marked departure from the 
view of Bentham: Mill actually defines morality as 
“the rules and precepts for human conduct”. Only 
where there is a clash of duties (where one and the 
same action is required by one rule and forbidden by 
another) should one choose simply by reference to 
the probable consequence of the action individually 
considered. Mill seems to commit himself to die 
view that in all other cases the right act is the one 
which is in accordance with a valid rule. A rule is 
valid only because it passes the utilitarian test: and 
it is difficult to believe that Mill meant us to follow 
such a rule where it is known that on this occasion it 
will bring more harm than good. (Perhaps this is 
meant to be covered by his remarks on conflicting 
duties.) The rules of justice - which forbid us to 
harm, trespass upon, or interfere with the liberty 
of, another - are to be observed, no matter what 
advantage might seem to come from setting them 
aside: for a strict and reliable adherence to these 
rules is itself of the greatest utility to everyone. 

However, Mill is prepared to restrict the sphere 
of duty. Duty is something which a man may be 
compelled to do: and should not be widened beyond 
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necessity. There are many good, noble and gener¬ 
ous deeds which a man is rightly praised for doing, 
but which should not be required of him by any 
rule. The sphere of virtue includes that of duty but 
extends beyond it. Mill also denies that wc have 
any duty to ourselves: if a man fails to take proper 
care of his own interests this is not itself a case of 
wrong-doing. 

Milfs somewhat negative view of duty leaves to 
the individual a wide choice to do or become what 
he wishes. In the Essay on Liberty^ he argues that this 
freedom is being endangered by the interfering 
powers of public opinion. Society has a right to 
make laws for tliat part of a man’s conduct which 
may affect prejudicially the interests of others; in 
this sphere the question whether a particular rule is 
justified or not is a proper question. “But there is 
no room for entertaining any such question where 
a person’s conduct affects the interests of no person 
besides himself, or need not affect them unless they 
like.” In the private sphere, the question whether 
to regulate or not is an improper question. The 
argument begins to look like a rehabilitation of 
Natural Rights. Mill argues, for example, that cen¬ 
sorship could not be expedient in any civilized soci¬ 
ety. Utilitarian language hardly suffices to convey 
the moral importance which Mill attaches to proper 
pride, love of liberty, and sense of dignity. “It is the 
privilege and proper condition of a human being, 
arrived at the maturity of his faculties, to use and 
interpret experience in his own way.” It may now 
seem odd that Mill should have worked to bring 
about a government based on the working classes 
and committed to Socialism, But he behoved the 
workers could be educated in time and hoped for 
constitutional safeguards of tlie rights of minorities: 
the State was to pay for education but not to un¬ 
dertake it: and a social owncrslup did not for him 
imply ownership by an omnicompetent State. 

Mill’s dunking on pohtics began when he read 
Macaulay’s attack on the essay on Government by 
James Mill. Macaulay denied the possibiUty of 
making deductions from principles: the only study 
of pohtics must be the direct study of history. Mill 
came to disagree both with his father and with 
Macaulay. In Book VI of the Logic, he distinguishes 
two quite different types of sociological inquiry. 
The first is both specialized and hypothetical: c.g., 
What would be the effect of repealing the com 
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laws in the present condition of society and civ¬ 
ilization in England ? We suppose that “the state of 
society generally** remains constant: and use the 
deductive method as employed in physics. The 
causal factors to be changed must be analysed and 
their laws known (e.g. the psychological laws gov¬ 
erning trade): the predicative answer holds good 
only in the present state of society. But societies 
pass through different general states and we must 
suppose that the total causes of any such state are to 
be sought in its immediate predecessor. Mill be¬ 
lieved (with Comte) that economic, social, and 
cultural conditions mutually affect each other, the 
state of knowledge being the most important fac¬ 
tor. History does, when judiciously examined, af¬ 
ford empirical laws of society: e.g. an age of Faith 
leads to an age of Reason ; and an age of Reason to 
a scientific or “positive** age. We could not have 
predicted such changes but we can do something to 
understand the law which governs them. This gen-^ 
eral science of society docs not begin with a hypoth¬ 
esis and go on to verify it. It begins with generali¬ 
zations from history and tries to show how a given 
type of transition can be explained by reference to 
laws discovered in the special sciences (geology, 
botany, economics, psychology, genetics). This 
“inverse deductive method*’ was taken from 
Comte - whose “friendship** with Mill shows 
some analogies with Rousseau’s for Hume. Mill’s 
modest-seeming account of a general science of so¬ 
ciety has been toully rejected by K. R, Popper, 
who argues that the whole notion of a “law** of the 
successive total sutes of society is a misuse of the 
concept of law. 

In his philosophy of politics Mill fights on two 
fronts: against a priori and intuitive philosophy and 
against simple empiricism. The same situation is 
seen in his logic. Mill insists that his logic is “a logic 
of experience’* but goes on to show that science 
must be systematic, analytic and (at some vital 
points) deductive. In the System of Logic, Mill at¬ 
tempts to show (i) that “necessary propositions’* 
arc merely verbal; (2) that the traditional imme¬ 
diate inferences arc “merely apparent** and not 
real inferences ; (3) that the syllogism, considered as 
an argument from the premises to the conclusions, 
is also “merely apparent** inference; (4) that the 
syllogism is important on account of the assertion 
of the major or universal premise; (5) that the 
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assertion of a universal proposition on the basis of 
particular evidence is a genuine inference; hence 
pure deduction is not, but induction is, genuine 
inference; (6) that the principles of mathematics 
arc inductive and rest upon observation; (7) that in 
some cases we can properly claim to know univer¬ 
sal propositions based on induction. 

Mill has not much interest in formal logic for its 
own sake; his main theme is generalization and the 
grounds on which it rests; and the methods appro¬ 
priate to the sciences. It should be admitted at once 
that Mill’s account of mathematical knowledge 
has satisfied nobody. Mill never properly distin¬ 
guished between pure and applied mathematics, 
and confused the errors of counting and measure¬ 
ment with those of calculation. It was left to others 
to show that Mill’s own highly original account of 
deductive reasoning as a system of tautologies, can 
be extended to cover mathematical reasoning also. 

The logical doctrine rests on an account of mean¬ 
ing which introduces the notion that not all words 
are simply names for things. Mill uses “names’* for 
all terms in a proposition: John, George, Mary are 
“singular names’* and so is “the King who suc¬ 
ceeded William r* - a many-worded name. Pred¬ 
icates are “general names’* (e.g. man, old, white) 
which are “capable of being truly affirmed, in the 
same sense, of an indefinite number of things**. But 
Mill picks out proper names from all other terms; 
they arc arbitrary in the sense that they merely de¬ 
note a person or place: they are not bestowed in 
virtue of any property supposed to belong to it. 
Mill says they merely “denote**; but descriptive 
words and phrases say something which may be 
true or false. “The King who succeeded William I** 
denotes Rufus for anyone who understands what 
the phrase means, and secs its truth. This other 
sense of meaning. Mill calls “connotation**. “Man** 
connotes certain properties: and Mill says “it de¬ 
notes whatever individuals have those properties’* 
e.g. John, George, Mary. So that general names 
both connote and denote. Here Mill is mistaken: a 
definite description may denote an individual 
(Rufus) but a predicate term does not denote: I can 
state that J. S. Mill was not a great scientist without 
referring to any great scientist -• which one would 
it be? General terms are not names: and Mill at all 
events makes clear that they have a meaning which 
docs not involve naming at all. He also says that 



such words as '‘and’\ **oC\ “in”, “truly”, while 
they contribute to the formation of names, “have 
no title whatsoever to be considered as names”. 
Naming, then, is not the only kind of meaning; a 
truth not fully assimilated by philosophers for sev¬ 
eral generations. 

A proposition which merely asserts part of what 
its subject-term means (comiotcs) is “merely verbal” 
or tautological. The immediate inferences of tradi¬ 
tional logic are also tautological, depending for 
their truth (although Mill does not state this very 
clearly) on the meaning of the logical words em¬ 
ployed. (If all men are mortals then some men are 
mortal: the transition depends on the meaning of 
“all”, “some”, “If. .. then . . .”) But what of the 
syllogism ? It is notorious that the conclusion of a 
syllogism must be “contained in” the premises - 
otherwise it is invalid. All the same I can know that 
all men arc mortal without knowing that the Duke 
of Wellington is so: I might never have heard of 
the Duke of Wellington. Mill secs that the “nov¬ 
elty” of the conclusion of a syllogism arises from 
the fact that wx can know a universal proposition 
without knowing all its particular instances: when 
I discover a new instance I make a new application 
of the universal proposition and so reach a new 
conclusion. But Mill is more concerned wi’-h the 
question. How can we know factual universal prop¬ 
ositions? Wc come to know them by inference 
from a set of instances. This inference is inductive. 
The whole importance of syllogistic argument in 
science depends on our having universal premises. 
And this comes from induction: it is the only 
“genuine” inference. 

In Logic Book III, Mill examines the nature of 
induction. It depends on the “assumption” that the 
course of nature is uniform, that what happens once 
in certain circumstances, will always happen again 
if like circumstances occur. And we know by an 
examination of nature “that the assumption is war¬ 
ranted.” The simplest induction proceeds on the 
basis of simple enumeration of like instances: “The 
swans we have seen arc all white - therefore all 
swans arc white”. It is by this very method that wc 
Icam that nature is uniform. Mill distinguishes be¬ 
tween uniformities of co-existence and uniformities 
of sequence. The former include the “together¬ 
ness” of the properties of natural kinds, and of 
spatial, and numerical properties. These can be 
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known only by observation (including counting 
and measurement): in many cases the evidence for 
them is superabundant. Uniformities of sequence 
may be characterised loosely as causal: one sort of 
event leading always to a certain sequel. Wc learn 
then in the first place by simple enumeration: but 
Mill holds that in causal inductions something more 
like a deductive proof is possible by the help of his 
celebrated “Methods of (Causal) Induction”. 

By “cause” Mill means a suificient cause - or 
rather that factor which added to the ordinary 
course of events in the universe, is sufficient to pro¬ 
duce a given effect. Wc know (according to Mill) 
a most important truth about such causes: that 
every event has one. This we learn by simple ob¬ 
servation, but having learned it wc can use it to 
discover and prove particular causal laws. For the 
sufficient cause of X must he in its immediate ante¬ 
cedent events and circumstances. This limits the 
search for the cause of X; we find it preceded Tjy 
the circumstances A, B, C etc., and one or other of 
these, or some combination of them, must have 
caused X. The Methods (Agreement, Difference, 
Agreement and Difference, Concomitant Varia¬ 
tion) may do two things: (i) enable us to eliminate 
the circumstances that are not always found pre¬ 
ceding X; (2) provide us with more and more cases 
where a certain other factor is found in X’s ante¬ 
cedent environment. Of course the second part is 
enumeration; what Mill emphasises is that an elim¬ 
ination is itself a kind of proof. If we can find an 
instance of A not followed by X, then A catmot 
itself be the sufficient cause of X. And this, he 
holds, must strengthen the case for the remaining 
candidates, B, C etc. Mill writes of his Methods as 
constituting “a scientific test”: but this claims too 
much. For, first, the picking out (from X’s ante¬ 
cedents) of likely factors must depend on a know¬ 
ledge of the field got without the help of these 
Methods: and second, this “knowledge” is itself 
subject to revision. (What we thought could not 
possibly be relevant may turn out to be the vital 
factor.) Methods of elimination cannot lead to a 
decisive verdict in favour of the candidates that re¬ 
main, unless the set of possible candidates is deci¬ 
sively hmited. Which strictly speaking it cannot be 
in such inquiries. That repeated experiment does, 
at least by cUmination, increase the probability in 
favour of remaining factors, is hard to doubt: 
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but a decisive test is of course quite another 
matter. 

The Methods are common to all causal inquiries 
at the basic experimental level: at higher level dif¬ 
ferent sciences employ methods or strategies or ex¬ 
periment. In Book VI of the Logic Mill distin¬ 
guishes four methods: The Geometrical Method, 
applicable where diiTerent laws do not modify each 
other's action (Mill’s example suggests that this 
method hardly belongs to observational and ex¬ 
perimental science at all); The Chemical Method, 
of direct experiment, which has to be applied where 
the causes combine in a way that has defied ana¬ 
lysis; The Physical Method, which can be used 
when the laws of different causal factors are al¬ 
ready fairly well known. It is then possible to sug¬ 
gest that a certain change was the result of a certain 
combination of forces: and continued experiment 
will provide a test. Finally Mill recognized the 
Historical Method, which is applicable where phe¬ 
nomena are complicated and beyond the scope of 
experiment, as in the social sciences. 

Mill refers to his own views as “the experience 
philosophy”. The point of this description comes 
out in his constant appeal to facts (which can be 
known by experience) and - at a metaphysical level 
- in his phenomenalistic account of our know¬ 
ledge of things and of minds (see Examination of 
Hamilton s Philosophy.) Mill’s approach is near to 
Hume’s: he adopts an account of bodies in terms of 
our perceptions of them. He distinguishes clearly 
(as Berkeley did not) between two kinds of order 
in experience: (i) the uniform causal order which 
connects together bodies or physical changes of 
certain kinds; (2) the order which connects different 
ideas or impressions in our minds and leads us to 
form the notion that they arc all perceptions of the 
same individual thing. The second kind of order 
(as Hume saw) is not a uniformity in the succession 
of our ideas: the uniformities we look for are be¬ 
tween bodies and not between sensations. Mill at¬ 
tempts an analysis of this order and goes on to 
define a body as a “permanent possibility of sensa¬ 
tion” : i.e. to talk of a table is to talk of an order of 
this type in actual or possible sensations. No attempt 
is made to found this possibility upon an actual 
external substance, nor upon God. But Mill recog¬ 
nises that there are “other successions of feeling 
besides those of which I am conscious”. How arc 


we to describe the order of experiences which con¬ 
stitutes an individual mind? Mill here comes upon 
“a final inexplicability” - the fact that a mind 
which is a series of feelings should be aware of it¬ 
self as past and future. 

In his essays on natural theology Mill defends the 
possibility of a mind existing without a body, 
hcncc the possibility of immortality. He also ex¬ 
amines, in a scientific spirit, the question whether 
the world as we know it is largely the work of a 
divine intelligence; and if so, whether that divine 
intelligence has communicated with man by a mi¬ 
raculous revelation. The argument from design 
carries some weight: it suggests that there is a God 
who desires the good of his creatures (i.e. those of 
liis creatures known to us) but that he has many 
other tasks in hand. At this point Mill switches the 
question from the region of belief to the region of 
simple hope. Without actual belief, a man may 
contemplate the notion of divine perfection, me¬ 
ditate upon the gospels, hope for immortality. This 
has a practical value. These reflections arc found in 
Mill’s letters and connect with his early serious 
Wordsworthian concern for the cultivation of the 
best that is to be found in human feeling and imag¬ 
ination, But his Essays on Religion, which appeared 
after his death, surprised his more downright ag¬ 
nostic and atheistic friends. “There are hints in 
Stuart Mill of an original nature which was sen¬ 
timental and almost religious, and which was not 
made for the purely intellectual and abstract system 
imposed on it since childhood” (Halevy). (k.b.) 

Miracles, see Theism. 

Mises, Richard von (1883-1953), a prominent as¬ 
sociate of the Logical Positivists of the Vienna 
Circle until he sought refuge from Hitlerism in 
the USA. He wrote a general account of positiv¬ 
ism in 1939 (in English as Positivism, 1951), but it is 
as a theorist of probabihty that he is best known. 
His main work in the field of probability was 
Wahrscheinlichkeit Statistik und Wahrheit (1928) 
which was published as Probability Statistics and 
Truth in 1939. Von Mises claimed to set up a sci¬ 
entific definition of probability to replace our 
vague notions in everyday thought; he made no 
claim to analyse our ordinary notion of probabil- 
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ity. He defined probability as being the limiting 
value of the frequency of an event within a collec¬ 
tive; a collective is an indefinitely large reference 
class whose members occur in a random order, that 
is, a class in predicting the character of whose mem¬ 
bers no gambling system will be of avail. Thus to 
say that the probability of heads is one half is to 
say that the hmiting value of the fraction given by 
dividing the number of heads by the number of 
tosses is one half. The series of tosses constitutes the 
collective. Von Mises was able to show that the 
axioms of mathematical probability followed tauto¬ 
logically from this definition, which has however 
been attacked, especially for its use of the notion 
of limiting frequency outside pure mathematics; 
others have objected to von Mises allowing no 
meaning to probability statements which were not 
of the form “The probability of event e within the 
collective K is P’*. (j.o.u.) 

Monads, see Leibniz. 

Monism is any doctrine that there is only one sub¬ 
stance, or one “world”, or that reality is in some 
sense one, that is, unchanging or indivisible or un¬ 
differentiated. For instance, the alternative claims 
that “everything is mental” or “everything is 
material” are crudely expressed forms of monism, 
each opposed to the common sense dualism of 
mind and matter. The term was invented by 
C. Wolff (1679-1754), who used it only of these 
two theories, which have the best right to the 
labels “idealism” and “materialism” respect¬ 
ively. It later came to be used abo of the theory 
of absolute identity held by Schelling and Hegel, 
namely, that mind and matter are not reducible 
one to the other, but both to one common sub¬ 
stance of which they arc phenomenal modifications. 
(Compare the later “neutral monism” of William 
James and, at one time, Russell). Subsequently 
the term was more widely applied, to any theory 
attempting to explain phenomena by, or reduce 
them to, a single principle ; and opposed not merely 
to dualism but often also to pluralism, of which an 
example is Russell’s Logical Atomism, which he 
also called “absolute pluralism”. As a result of these 
extended uses, the term is systematically ambig¬ 
uous, and one should distinguish between substan- 
tini and attributive monism, the former being the 


view (i) that the apparent plurality of substances is 
due to different states or appearances of a single 
substance, which was God-or-Naturc to Spinoza, 
for example, and the Absolute to Bradley. Attrib¬ 
utive monism, on the other hand, is the view (2) 
that whatever the number of substances, they arc 
of a single ultimate kind, that is, there is only one 
realm of being. One could also distinguish from 
these absolute views a partial monism, namely (3) 
that witliin a given realm of being (however many 
there may be) there is only one substance. These 
varieties of monism need not all stand or fall to¬ 
gether; and have, for reasons requiring lengthy 
argument, been held selectively: for example, Spi¬ 
noza held (i) and hence triviaUy (3), but rejeaed 
(2) in favour of an infinity of ultimate kinds, where¬ 
as Descartes rejected (i) and (2), but accepted (3) 
within the material realm, and Leibniz rejected 
(i) and (3), but accepted (2), all monads being souls; 
thus each of these thinkers accepted monism in at 
least one sense but not in others. The appropriate 
sense of “monism” always needs to be made clear 
from the context. But m each of its forms it is tlic 
supreme expression of metaphysical tidiness. 

(r.hall) 

Moore, George Edward (1873-1958). From 1898- 
1904 and 1911-1939 Moore, an Englishman, was 
Fellow of Trinity College and lecturer and, sub¬ 
sequently, Professor in the University of Cam¬ 
bridge. He held the Order of Merit and was Fellow 
of the British Academy. His direct personal in¬ 
fluence on British philosophers of his time has been 
immense. 

The three main topics dealt with in Moore’s 
writings arc philosophical method, ethics, and per¬ 
ception. He wrote little about his method because 
his energies were given to practising it, but prob¬ 
ably it is as a contribution to the right method of 
doing philosophy that his work will be of lasting 
importance. 

This method clearly appears in an article in 1900 
on Necessity, is proclaimed in his programmatic 
essay of 1925, A Defence of Common Sense, and is 
reaffirmed in his autobiographical remarks of 1942 
in The Philosophy of G. E. Moore. What interests 
him about the things we say in ordinary life is 
neither their meaning nor their truth, since he be¬ 
lieves them to have a well-known meaning and to 
be in many cases certainly true, but something 
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about them which he calls an analysis of their mean¬ 
ing. With philosophical views, on the other hand, 
he is anxious to discover what they could mean 
and whether they are true, because they arc often 
attempted analyses whose results deny the com¬ 
monly accepted meaning and truth of what they 
analyse. 

In these investigations Moore makes two appeals, 
which have often been confused by critics, namely 
an appeal to the truth of what we hold in common 
sense and an appeal to the propriety of what we 
say in ordinary language. 

His attitude to common sense, like that of 
Thomas Reid in the eighteenth century, is that 
many of its beliefs are such that, though, like the 
laws of logic, they arc neither provable not dis- 
provable there arc far better reasons for accepting 
them than for accepting any of the philosophical 
doctrines which contradict them. Unlike any 
philosophical belief, we all do hold and cannot 
help holding them, and various kinds of inconsist¬ 
ency issue from our attempts to deny them. 

Since the expressions, like “good”, “know”, 
“see”, “real”, whose meaning Moore analyses are 
in common everyday use, he has felt justified in 
assuming that we all understand them very well, 
and, therefore, justified in using them to interpret 
some of the strange things that philosophers say and 
in accusing any philosopher who goes against them 
of “an abuse of language”. 

In common with many philosophers from Plato 
until quite recently, Moore holds that the meaning 
of an expression is a kind of entity, often called a 
concept, notion, or proposition, which the expres¬ 
sion stands for, conveys, represents, or names, and 
which is called up before the mind of anyone who 
understands the expression. Hence his contrast bet¬ 
ween knowing the meaning of an expression and 
knowing the analysis of the meaning, which a con¬ 
temporary analyst would express as that between 
knowing how to use an expression and being able 
to say how it is used, is put by Moore himself as a 
contrast between having the concept expressed by 
a given expression before the mind and being able 
to say or do something in regard to that concept. 
As to what exactly an analyst has to do in regard 
to the concept before his mind, Moore seems to 
have had three separate views, often held in the 
same work. In general the analyst has to inspect the 


concept and try to describe it; in particular he has 
either to say how it can be divided into a set of con¬ 
stituent concepts and how these constituents are 
interrelated or to say how the concept is to be dis¬ 
tinguished, by way of similarity and difference, from 
other concepts which arc brought before the mind 
by the given expression and by other related ex¬ 
pressions. The division method, with its depend¬ 
ence on the concept theory of meaning, has a very 
ancient history and predominates in the work of 
Russell and the early Wittgenstein, while the dis¬ 
tinction method, in a form uncommitted to the 
concept theory, is favoured by Wittgenstein’s later 
work and by contemporary analysts. 

Again, Moore has often thought that in order to 
give an analysis of a concept one must find a con¬ 
cept or set of concepts identical with the concept 
to be analysed and, therefore, also find an expres¬ 
sion synonymous with the expression used to ex¬ 
press the concept to be analysed. This “translation 
approach” to analysis is now generally abandoned. 

Taking “what is good?” as the central question 
of ethics, Moore distinguished the sense in which 
the question demands an inquiry into the analysis 
of the notion of good from the senses in which it 
seeks to know either what things are good or what 
kinds of things arc good. Although he did in his 
first ethical writings, Principia Ethica, attempt a brief 
answer to the question “What kinds of tilings are 
good?”, according to which there is an “immense 
variety” of such kinds of things, including “the 
pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment 
of beautiful objects”, most of his work here and 
elsewhere is devoted to an analysis of the notion of 
good. In accordance with his method of inspection, 
he advises the analyst of good to “attentively con¬ 
sider what is actually before his mind” in the hope 
that “if he will try this experiment with each sug¬ 
gested definition (i.c. analysis) in succession, he may 
become expert enough to recognise that in every 
case he has before his mind a unique object”. Under 
the influence of the method of division, he has said 
that a definition “states what are the parts which 
invariably compose a certain whole; and in this 
sense the notion *good’ lias no definition because it 
is simple and has no parts”. Tliis simple concept for 
which he thought the expression “good” stood he 
called a “non-natural” quality, and any attempt to 
identify it with another concept he called a com- 
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mission of the “naturalistic fallacy”. When, how¬ 
ever, he used the “distinction” method of analysis, 
he counted it as an analysis of good if he could “dis¬ 
tinguish this from other” concepts. In his later 
writings he has inclined to hold that the word 
“good” is not after all the “name of a characteris¬ 
tic” but that its use may be to express an attitude or 
approval. The notion of right is made dependent on 
the notion oigood in that, agreeing with the Util¬ 
itarians, Moore analyses it as the cause of things 
which are good in themselves. 

In discussing the notion of perception, Moore 
assumes that there is no doubt about the meaning 
of such expressions as “I see a book” and “Tliis, 
which I sec, is a book” and usually no doubt about 
the truth of what they say. He then argues that 
whenever we see an opaque material object, such 
as a book, we ipso facto sec, in a second sense, a 
particular part of it, such as the surface turned to¬ 
wards us, and also sec, in a third sense, what he calls 
a sense-datum, such as a particular patch of colour. 
His task then is to distinguish and relate the three 
concepts expressed by the one word “sec” and the 
three concepts expressed by their respective gram¬ 
matical objects, namely “material object”, “part of 
the surface of a material object” and “sense-datum”. 
To the question how these various concepts are 
related to each other, he has provided nmiy an- 
sw'crs but never one which satisfied either liimsclf 
or other philosophers. The reason for this failure is 
mainly due, it seems, to two assumptions which 
he has constantly made, namely, that the word 
“sense-datum” is the name of a peculiar kind of 
entity, which is present in every perceptual expe¬ 
rience, and that when I say “This, w'hich I see, is a 
book”, I must be trying to idaitify the sense-datum 
with something. (a.r.w.) 

Morris, Charles (1901- ), born at Denver, Colo¬ 
rado. For many years Professor of Philosophy at 
the University of Chicago, he has been at the Uni¬ 
versity of Florida since 1958. His main pltilosoph- 
ical contributions have been to the philosophy of 
language. He has sought to fuse the bchaviouristic 
pragmatism of his teacher, George H. Mead, with 
the logical empiricism of the Vienna Circle, and 
to develop systematically the fertile but sketchily 
worked out ideas of Charles Peirce on signs with¬ 


in this conceptual framework. Howxver, Morris 
has gone far beyond Peirce in taking into account 
non-linguistic as well as linguistic signs. His division 
of semiotics (or the general theory of signs) into 
three major branches, has been widely adopted. 
The first is syntactics, which studies the relations 
signs have to one another in virtue of their purely 
formal or structural properties. The second is se¬ 
mantics, which analyses the relations of signs to 
what they designate. The third pragmatics, which 
examines the modes of response that users of signs 
make to them. In recent years, Morris has been 
concerned with effecting a synthesis of the chief 
traditional ideals oflifc, so as to make them ade¬ 
quate to modern conditions; and he has also carried 
on extensive empirical studies on the relations bet¬ 
ween types of philosophical belief and forms of 
human physique and culture. (n.N.) 

N 

Nagel, Ernest (1901- ), born at Novemesto, 
Czechoslovakia, formerly Professor of Philosophy 
at Columbia University. He emigrated to the 
USA in 1911 and was naturalized in 1919. He is 
best known for his work in the philosophy of 
science. His very thorough book. The Structure of 
Science, is generally acknowledged to be a modern 
classic in this field; his Principles of the Theory of 
Probability in the International EncyclopiJia of 
Unified Science is also well-known, as arc many 
other articles in the same field. In metaphysics 
Nagel counts himself as a naturalist, holding 
that the world must be understood in terms of 
efficient causation and as involving no ultimate in¬ 
gredients beyond matter. (l.o.u.) 

Naturalism. Like most of the words ending in 
“ism” and used to name a type of philosophical 
position, “naturalism” has only a vague and im¬ 
precise sense, or set of senses. More widely, a pliilo- 
sopher is a naturalist if he considers that the total¬ 
ity of things which we call “nature” and which arc 
studied in the natural sciences is the totality of all 
things w'hatever, and if he denies the need of any 
explanations of the natural in terms of the super¬ 
natural; such a philosopher will normally hold that 
any reference to a deity or to a realm of \ alucs. 
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or to mind tliought of as somctliing more than a 
natural phenomenon is illegitimate. With regard 
to such nineteenth century tlSnlcers as T. H. Huxley, 
naturalism especially connoted a belief that life and 
thought could be completely explained, in prin¬ 
ciple, as arising by evolution from matter. In 
ethics naturalism is the view that statements about 
the rightness, wrongness, goodness and badness of 
things are statements about the natural world and 
not about special values beyond the ken of science; 
thus a naturalist might maintain that to say that 
something is good is to say that it is likely to satisfy 
desire, which is a scientifically testable statement. 
But, unfortunately, G. E. Moore, in his Principia 
Ethica, widened the notion of naturalism for his 
special purposes so that everyone was guilty of the 
“naturalistic fallacy** who attempted to define eth¬ 
ical concepts in terms of concepts which were not 
specifically ethical; thus even those who defined 
“good** as meaning “willed by God**, a view clear¬ 
ly utterly opposed to naturalism as ordinarily un¬ 
derstood, were said by Moore to have committed 
the naturalistic fallacy. Unfortunately this usage of 
Moore's has become so widely known that the 
term “naturalism** has probably now lost whatever 
utility it ever had. (j.o.u.) 

Natural Law, see Jurisprudence, Grotius and 
Hobbes. 

Neoplatonism is a term usually designating the 
last creative effort of pagan antiquity {c. 250 to 
550 A.D.) to produce a comprehensive philosophic 
system which could satisfy all spiritual (intellectual, 
religious, moral) aspirations of man by presenting 
an all-inclusive, logically coherent image of the 
universe and of man's place in it and by explaining 
how man can achieve salvation, i.e. be restored to 
his lost original condition. It should be stressed that 
“Neoplatonism** is a modern term. The men to 
whom we apply it claimed to be simply Platonists. 
Whether this claim was legitimate or whether Neo¬ 
platonism radically differs from original Platon¬ 
ism is controversial. In any case^ Neoplatonism 
succeeded in synthesizing most ofearlier philosophic 
thought (particularly that of Aristotle, the Stoics, 
and Pythagorism; only Epicureanism was ex¬ 
cluded) with Platonism. But it also assimilated 
many religious beliefs, myths, rites, and cults of 


Greek and of Oriental polytheism, induing al¬ 
chemy, magic practices (often based on affinities 
between planets and metals, etc.) and in its universe 
could find a place for all traditional deities and 
semi-deities of popular religions. 

Neoplatonism teaches a deity (or a supreme 
principle; it would be inappropriate to think of it 
as a person) elevated above or transcending the 
universe, so that it can be called beyond being or 
even non-being in the sense of “higher than being**. 
At the same time this transcendent deity is the 
source out of which everything flows (or proceeds, 
or progresses), without ever becoming separated 
from it, so that it is also immanent in everything. 
The aforementioned “flow** is not a temporal pro¬ 
cess; it is, if we may say so, timeless history. What 
starts it is not an intentional, creative act; it is 
rather like a timeless, involuntary, permanent efful¬ 
gence or emanation. But this emanation docs not 
consume its source, which, on the contrary remains 
forever undiminished and full. Some scholars de¬ 
scribe the relation between the supreme principle 
and all its emanations as that of “dynamic [pan¬ 
theism**. 

As the s upreme principle is above being, no predic¬ 
ates can really be applied to it, as all predicates arc 
predicates of beings. The best we can do is to speak 
of it as “One** to express that it is undifferentiated 
and in this sense of the word lacking any dctcr- 
minateness, simple and therefore without quality. 
It is “One** not in the way in which we speak of 
something as being “one this** or “one that**, but 
"one** as a substance. If we think of it as the source 
of all being, we can also refer to it as “goodness** 
in the sense that it is the ultimate “ Why** of every¬ 
thing. 

The timeless process of effulgence is best des¬ 
cribed as gradual “dispersion” of the original unity, 
by which it passes into ever-increasing multiplicity. 
Along a descending scale of being, the realm of the 
suj)ra-scnsiblc reality (first: mind, or thought think¬ 
ing itself, or spirit; next: the soul) emanates, then 
comes sensible reality (in time and space). One more 
step and the dispersion becomes annihilation (as 
light, emanating from its source in a cone, grad¬ 
ually fills progressively larger parts of space, be¬ 
coming progressively dimmer, until it fades out 
into complete darkness). This annihilation (or, as it 
is sometimes expressed, this annihilating factor) is 
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in Neoplatonism referred to as the result of matter 
(or matter). In some way, exceedingly difficult to 
comprehend, this matter, although sheer nothing¬ 
ness (void, absence, lack) is, at the same time, the 
“Why** of nothingness. The supreme principle as 
the source of all being was called “goodness**, ac¬ 
cordingly matter as nothingness or its reason can be 
called “evil**, though some Neoplatonists insist on 
describing it as simple “not-goodness**. 

The successive steps or, as they are often called, 
hypostases are, as observed, the results of some kind 
of necessity (just as everything that is full must 
overflow). From this point of view, the universe is 
flawless. Everything is as it ought to be. This seems 
to leave no place for any ethics. But Neoplatonism 
is keenly aware of man’s imperfect condition. This 
imperfection stems precisely from man’s (or rather 
his soul’s) “remoteness” from the deity. Thus the 
effulgence, though necessary, engenders the long¬ 
ing to “revert” (to “regress”, to “return”) and so 
to undo the “progress” which may now be inter¬ 
preted as some kind of flaw or (intentional) fall. 
This longing man shares with all other beings. The 
way to its satisfaction is taught in ethics. Thus, 
whereas in its theoretical aspects Neoplatonism is 
monistic, its practical aspects arc dualistic. 

The concept of a deity which is inaccessible to 
reflective thought demands as its correlate some 
kind of knowledge above rational, reflective tliink- 
ing. To acquire tliis higher kind of knowledge man 
must suppress all determinatencss of thought, to 
call himself back from his “di.spcrsion**. Having 
himself finally become one, in rare moments he is 
able to ”facc*’ the One, a condition described by 
some Neoplatonists as rapt contemplation of the 
One, by others as being absorbed into or united 
with the One. It is the condition of ecstasy, for 
which to prepare us is the main purpose of moral 
life. The “virtues” of steadfastness, self-control, 
fairness, and prudence serve tliis purpose. Depend¬ 
ing on how far man has progressed on liis return 
Journey, they appear on the different levels of his 
spiritual life in appropriately different forms, for 
example, as civic, purificatory, exemplary virtues. 
In the moment of ecstasy all intellectual and moral 
aspirations of man are satisfied. 

One of the most striking aspeas of Neoplaton¬ 
ism (and one which makes it toully unacceptable 
to an empiricist) consists in its “derivation” of all 
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sensible reality from a supra-scnsiblc one (tbc latter 
being more real than tbe former), tbis “derivation” 
representing a type of causation radically different 
from causality in space and time. It should be ob¬ 
vious how greatly that winch today is called sci¬ 
entific explanation of the universe differs from what 
a Ncoplatonist would consider to be such. He is 
hkcly to think of scientific explanations as shallow 
and perceiving only the surface of reahty. The 
empirically-minded scientist, on the other hand, is 
hkely to consider Neoplatonism as utterly fantastic. 
But should we not expect causation which pro¬ 
duces beings, to differ radically from causation 
obtaining between beings produced? 

It is customary to see in Plotinus the founder of 
Neoplatonism (though much has recently been 
done to do justice to his forerunners and partic¬ 
ularly to consider Platonism from the time of 
Cicero on - the so-callcd Middle Platonism - as 
the fertile soil out of which Neoplatonism devel¬ 
oped). It is furthermore customary to consider the 
year 529, in which the Emptror Justinian ordered 
the school of Plato (the Academy) in Athens closed, 
to be the end of pagan philosophy in general and of 
Neoplatonism in particular. In these three hundred 
years different neoplatonic schools developed. Wc 
particularly distinguish the school of Plotinus, the 
school of Pergamum, and the school of Alexandria. 

Two outstanding representatives of the early 
phase of the school of Plotinus are Porphyry (234- 
f. 305) and lamblichus (died c. 330). The former 
edited the writings of Plotinus; tliis is the edition 
(which he prefaced by a biography of liis master) 
which wc now possess. A radical enemy of Christian¬ 
ity, he attacked it in Against the Christians with 
great acumen and erudition. Some of his arguments 
particularly in matters of chronology and author¬ 
ship of parts of the Scriptures have not yet been 
superseded. His On the Caue of the Nymphs is a good 
example of the allegorizing interpretation of poetry 
(m this case of Homer), practiced by many nco- 
platonists. His aphoristic Starting Points arc an ex¬ 
cellent introduction to the main neoplatonic doc¬ 
trines. Very readable is his consolatory Letter to 
Marcella, his wife. Particularly inffuential was his 
Introduction to Aristotle*s Categories, a commentary 
on five fundamental concepts (genus, species, dif¬ 
ference, property, accident, later called prcdict- 
ables). A passage in which he poses (but docs not 
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answer) the question whether univcrsals have an 
existence (independent of both minds and partic¬ 
ular things) gave impetus to the medieval contro¬ 
versy between nominalism, realism and con¬ 
ceptualism. He, much more than Plotinus, stresses 
will as the factor responsible for the “fall” of the 
soul. 

lamblichus in a series of treatises {Exhortation to 
Philosophy, Life of Pythagoras, General Mathematics 
etc.) expounded what he considered to be Pytha¬ 
gorean doctrines. HisEgyptianMysterieszte aphilo- 
sophico-allcgorical interpretation of Egypt’s rites 
and religious doctrines. Perhaps he himself in¬ 
stituted something like neoplatonic mysteries, a 
blend of Greek and Oriental mystery religions. He 
is inclined to subdivide the entities of the supra- 
sensible realm (for example, he has two Ones, two 
Minds) and later Neoplatonists carried such sub¬ 
divisions and distinctions further and further. Asa 
magician he appears in Byron’s Manfred. 

The school of Pergamum, founded by a disciple 
of lamblichus, Aidesios, was particularly interested 
in the practice of magic. Its best known representa¬ 
tive is the Emperor Julian the Apostate (born 332 
A.D.). In his attempts to stem the growth of Chris¬ 
tianity he as the Emperor Gallicnus probably did 
before him, tried to revive polytheism with the 
help of Neoplatonism ; perhaps a writing by Sallus- 
tius, On Gods and the Universe was intended to serve 
this purpose. Neoplatonism was to provide poly¬ 
theism with allegorico-philosopliical interpreta¬ 
tions, thus making it attractive again to the edu¬ 
cated, while permitting the uneducated to practice 
it according to tradition, justifiably so, as it con¬ 
tained wisdom in a form accessible to them. 

The main representatives of the school of Ploti¬ 
nus in its later phase of the so called School of 
Athens which is simply Plato’s Academy turned 
Plotinian, were Proclus (410-485 a.d.) and Damas- 
cius. The former, sometimes called Neoplatonism’s 
schoolman, gave a particularly comprehensive and 
systematic presentation of Neoplatonism in two 
works, Elements of Theology and The Theology of 
Plato. In his writings some tensions inherent in Neo¬ 
platonism come to light. Though he derives every¬ 
thing from the One alone and is second to none in 
characterizing it by absolute simplicity (and there¬ 
fore ineffability), he at the same time derives all 
reality from two (instead of one) principles (which 


arc ultimately either Pythagorean or Platonic), viz. 
the Limit and the Unlimited, these being in some 
way present also in the One (he reminds us of 
Pythagoreans who said of the number One that it 
alone is both odd and even). In addition to the One 
he assumes the existence of Ones, immediately fol¬ 
lowing the One (whether as a particular hypostasis 
is unclear) and identifies them with gods. And he 
explicitly derives matter from the One. Of great 
importance is for him the “triadic” principle ac¬ 
cording to which everything as it emanates, in one 
aspect remains in that from which it emanated, in 
another is turned away from it, in a third turns 
back to it. A number of his hymns are remarkable 
documents of neoplatonic religiousness. 

An author not yet identified, but pretending 
(and for centuries believed) to be Dionysius the 
Arcopagite, St Paul’s disciple, and therefore enjoy¬ 
ing great authority, compiled a series of writings, 
for example Divine Names and Mystical Theology, 
which combine Proclus with Christianity (on tliis 
problem see below). They arc particularly well 
known as representing the so-called negative 
theology. 

Damascius was the head of the Academy at the 
time of its closing (sec above). In a way, he presents 
the consummation of a tendency latent in all Neo¬ 
platonism in that he declares all rational knowledge 
to be merely parabolic so that no aspect of reality 
is accessible to it. 

The school of Alexandria occupies a particular 
position. Its Neoplatonism is comparatively simple 
(in some respect closer to Middle Platonism than to 
Plotinus) and a number of its members accepted 
Christianity, whereas the school of Athens to the 
very last remained one of the strongholds of poly¬ 
theism. Hypatia (murdered by Christian fanatics) 
and her pupil, Bishop(!) Syncsius belong among its 
representatives. 

Despite the anti-Christian attitude of many Nco- 
platomsts (inherited by men like Macrobius or 
Syrnmachus) Neoplatonism had always had great 
attraction for philosophers within the orbit of 
Christianity and, after the Arabs discovered and 
assimilated Greek pliilosophy, also within the orbit 
of Islam and Judaism. On one hand this is natural, 
considering Neoplatonism’s sympathy for religion 
in general, the loftiness of its concept of the divine, 
its assumption that the supra-scnsiblc is more real 
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than the sensible, its asceticism. On the other hand, 
there is something paradoxical about it. Christian¬ 
ity is a strictly historical religion (as are Judaism 
and Islam). Incarnation, central for Christianity 
and considered to have absolute and unique impor¬ 
tance, is an event in time with all the contigency of 
an historical event. Neither it nor the moment at 
wliich it occurred can be logically deduced. But 
Neoplatonism, true to its Hellenic heritage, always 
remained a rational system, in the sense that it 
presented the universe as a kind of giant syllogism, 
with one event following from another in the same 
timeless manner in wliich conclusions follow from 
premises. What happens in time is contingent and 
can therefore have no essential, ultimate signifi¬ 
cance for the universe at large or for man. But in 
spite of this fundamental difference, Christian 
thinkers time and again tried to express Christian 
doctrines in terms of Neoplatonism. Even in our 
times we find such attempts. Perhaps some of them 
are simply the result of the fact that its author 
never, albeit unwittingly, became entirely recon¬ 
ciled to the contingent, liistorical character of 
Christianity. 

In this context Augustine deserves .special men¬ 
tion. Though influenced by Neoplatonic ideas 
(which he partly found in neoplatonic writings, 
partly in the sermons of St Ambrosius), he in a 
famous passage of his Confessions (Book VII) stated 
the fundamental similarities and differences be¬ 
tween Christianity and Neoplatonism. 

Excerpts from some of Plotinus’ writings, falsely 
attributed to Aristotle under the title Aristotelian 
Theology, were important for the transmission of 
Neoplatonism to the Middle Ages. 

Of men strongly influenced by neoplatonism, 
Erigena, Master Eckhart, Nicolaus of Cusa, Mar- 
silio Ficino, and R. Cudworth (together with other 
so-called Cambridge Platonists) should be men¬ 
tioned. (p.M.) 

Neo-Thomism. The scholastic philosophy which 
had its origin in the Middle Ages gradually faded 
out in the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries on account of its failure to maintain con¬ 
tact with the development of the experimental sci¬ 
ences and the new approach to the theory of know¬ 
ledge. Since the later scholastics had failed, it was 
assumed that their medieval predecessors were 


equally unworthy of attention. But the incapacity 
of modern philosophy to evolve a realistic meta- 
physic eventually aroused the suspicion that it 
might be useful to re-examine the thinkers of the 
creative period of medieval philosophy, especially 
Thomas Aquinas. 

The pioneer of this rhomistic revival w'as an 
obscure seminary lecturer at Piacenza, Vincenzo 
Buzzetti (1777-1824). Among his students were 
the brothers Domenico Sordi (^ 790-1880) and Se- 
rafmo Sordi (1793-1865). Both became Jesuits and 
tried, at first with little success, to influence the 
fellow-members of their order in the direction of 
Aquinas. In the end, however, they gained over a 
few tliinkcrs of some prominence in Italy, Luigi 
Taparelli d’Azeglio {1793-1862), Matteo Libera- 
tore (1810-1892) and Giovanni Maria Cornoldi 
(1822-1892), together with the German Joseph 
Kleutgcn (1811-1883). These, along with Gaetano 
Sanseverino (1811-1865) Naples and the Domi¬ 
nican Tommaso Zigliara (1833-1893), made the 
movement known. Another supporter wa*. Giu¬ 
seppe Peed (1807-1890), whose brother Giocchino 
became Pope under the name of Leo XIII and lent 
his official support to the revival of Thomism and 
its application to modern intellectual needs. 

What was required to make the revival effective 
was both an intensive study of the history of medie¬ 
val thought and a practical demonstration that it 
was still relevant to contemporary philosophical 
problems. Here the leadership of the movement 
passed to France, Belgium and Germany. In Italy 
and Spain Neo-Thomism has tended to remain in 
isolation as a clerical preserve. But the Institut 
Superieur dc Philosophic at Louvain, founded in 
1889 under Desire Mcrcicr (1851-1926), has been 
the most powerful centre of a progressive Thom¬ 
ism. Thanks to scholars like Martin Grabmann in 
Germany and Gilson in France the history of 
medieval philosophy has gradually been revealed. 
Maritain is the Nco-Thomist whose name is most 
familiar to the general public. 

The movement has had little effect in England 
except among a few Anglican writers, of whom 
the most prominent is Dr. E. L. Mascall. Only in 
the United States have some welcomed it as a pure 
philosophy apart from Christian theology, like 
Professor Mortimer Adler at the University of 
Chicago. But it would be of no value to the Chris- 
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tian theologian unless it could be shown to have 
independent validity as a philosophy. 

The Nco-Thomist claims that the central tradi¬ 
tion of Greek thought was continued and devel¬ 
oped legitimately in a thcistic direction by the 
medieval Aristotelians. He holds that this tradition 
has not been made out of date by modern philo¬ 
sophy. He has, therefore, to produce a theory of 
knowledge which will satisfy the questions and 
didicultics which have arisen from Descartes on¬ 
wards and to show that this theory of knowledge 
justifies the main outline of Aristotelian and 
Thomistic metaphysics. He has to show also that 
this philosophical view of the world harmonizes 
with the approach of the modern scientist. He must 
be as ready to shed what time has really destroyed 
of the medieval oudook as to assimilate the positive 
contributions of later philosophy. And he has to 
talk a language which his contemporaries can un¬ 
derstand. Among books which make a notable 
effort to fulfil these requirements may be men¬ 
tioned Pierre Rousselot’s Intellectualism of St Tho- 
mas, Joseph Mar^chal's Le Point de Depart de la 
Mdtaphysique, with Gilsons Being and Some Philo^ 
sophers and The Unity of Philosophical Experience. 
That Neo-Thomism has not has not yet attained 
the results for which its originators hoped is ev¬ 
ident, but it can be judged fairly only as a move¬ 
ment which is in progress and is capable of further 
development. Of late is has begun to come into 
fruitful contact with the Pkenomenologists, the 
followers of Husserl, and with the recent evolu¬ 
tion of formal logic. (d.j.b.h.) 

Nietzsche, Friedrich (i 844-1900), born at Rocken, 
Prussia, profoundly influenced continental Europ¬ 
ean philosophy and hterature, especially in Ger¬ 
many and France. In the English-speaking world, 
especially among philosophers, he has won rel¬ 
atively few admirers. Amateur psychologists have 
often tried to '^explain” his ideas, but Sigmund 
Freud, according to Ernest Jones' biography, “sev¬ 
eral times said of Nietzsche that he had a more 
penetrating knowledge of himself than any other 
man who ever lived or was ever likely to live”. 
Freud also remarked that Nietzsche's “premoni¬ 
tions and insights often agree in the most amazing 
manner with the laborious results of psycho¬ 
analysis". 


Nietzsche was the son of a Protestant minister 
and the grandson of two. He studied classical 
philology and was appointed to a professorship at 
Basel, Switzerland, before he had completed a doc¬ 
toral dissertation. The degree, a prerequisite for 
such a position, was conferred hurriedly, and 
Nietzsche went to Basel in 1869 and became a 
Swiss subject. 

In the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-71 he served 
briefly as a medical orderly on the Prussian side and 
returned to Basel with shattered health. He formed 
a friendship with Richard Wagner, but the com¬ 
poser, born hkc Nietzsche's father in 1813, appre¬ 
ciated Nietzsche mainly as a brilliant apostle and 
errand boy. Whenever Nietzsche showed an inde¬ 
pendent mind, Wagner showed no interest. A 
break was thus inevitable, and it came about when 
Wagner made his peace with the young German 
Empire, which Nietzsche loathed, and settled in 
Bayreuth where his anti-Semitism became as in¬ 
fluential as his music. Nietzsche had no sympathy 
for the ideahzation of “the pure fool" in Wagner's 
Parsifal, which he considered an insincere obeisance 
to Christianity, and Wagner, a Francophobc, was 
so displeased by Nietzsche's enlightened, anti¬ 
romantic Human, AlUtoo-Human, also published in 
1878, with a dedication to Voltaire, that he refused 
to read it. 

The following year, Nietzsche retired from his 
professorship for reasons of health, and during the 
next ten years he devoted himself entirely to 
writing. He lived very modestly and in utter soli¬ 
tude in Switzerland and Italy, and every book 
represented a hard-won triumph over half-blind 
eyes, intense migraine headaches, and manifold 
physical agonies. His writings were ignored until 
Georg Brandes (nc Cohen) began to lecture on 
them in Copenhagen in 1888. During the follow¬ 
ing decade Nietzsche attained world-wide fame, 
without knowing it. For he suffered a mental and 
physical breakdown in January 1889, and remained 
insane until his death. 

His first book. The Birth of Tragedy (i 872) was iU- 
reccived by German scholars; but by 1912 F. M. 
Comford, the great British classicist, hailed it as 
“a work of profound imaginative insight which 
left the scholarship of a generation toiling in the 
rear” - an estimate shared more or less by Jane 
Harrison and by most German classicists today. 
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7 he book broke with the “swcctiics’i and Light” 
conception of Greek culture and called attention 
to the “Dionysian” element and the tragic outlook. 

He published four more, equally unacademic 
essays, collected as “Untimely Meditations” (the 
English tide, Thoughts out of Season misses the in¬ 
tended allusion to Descartes), before he changed his 
style to write books of aphorisms, studded with 
psychological observations: Human, All-too-Humau 
(1878, with two sequels, 1879 and 1880), Dawn 
(1881), and The Gay Science (1882; second edition 
with substantial additions, 1887). In the Enghsh 
version, the last title was rendered “The Joyful 
Wisdom”; but “Science” is more appropriate, for 
Nietzsche thought that his aphorisms, though 
lacking the gravity of the German academic style, 
were closer to the true scientific spirit and to the 
experimental method in particular. After attempt¬ 
ing all kinds of psychological explanations of di¬ 
verse phenomena, he was struck, for example, by 
the apparent importance of the striving for power 
and of fear, and in Dawn tried to see how far he 
might get in an attempt to explain all kinds of 
behaviour in terms of these two concepts. 

Eventually he came to the conclusion that Greek 
culture had been based on an unscntimentally com¬ 
petitive spirit and that “the will to power” is the 
most basic human drive. What man - and, accord¬ 
ing to Nietzsche’s next book. Thus Spoke Zarathtis- 
tra, every living being - wants above everything 
else is a higher, more powerful state of being in 
which the manifold frustrations of his present state 
are overcome. It is only when man fails in his en¬ 
deavour to perfect himself, to recreate himself, to 
become a creator rather than a mere creature, that, 
faute de mieux, he often settles for the hunt after 
crude, physical power over others. Of many of his 
critics Nietzsche might well have said, substituting 
“powers” for “plcasure.s” in one of J. S. Mill’s 
remarks that they, and not he, represented “human 
nature in a degrading light, since the accusation 
supposes human beings to be capable of no powers 
except those of which swine are capable”. 

Nietzsche’s conception of “the will to power” 
cannot be understood apart from “sublimation” - 
a word which he was the first to use in its modem 
sense. His anti-Christian polemics, which became 
more and more central in his later works, depend 
in part on Nietzsche’s claim that Christianity 


Nietzsche 

“demands not the control but the extirpation ot 
the passions”. Christianity, he says, failed to realize 
that the sex impulse, for example, is “capable of 
great refinement” and it “made something unclean 
out of sexuality”. 

Still, Christianity itself is an expression of the 
will to power - but the will to power of the weak 
and frustrated whose resentment gave rise, he 
argues, to a pervasive antagonism against all phy¬ 
sical and intellectual excellence, a predisposition in 
favour of everything low, a levelling tendency, a 
hatred of sex, and the depreciation of body and 
intellect in favour of the soul and of this whole 
world in favour of another, fictitious world. In one 
of his last works, The Antichrist, m which his style 
has become shrill, and no attempt is made to offer 
judicious qualifications, he cites i Corintliians i to 
illustrate his claims; “God has chosen the weak 
things of the world to ruin what is strong, and base 
things of the world . . and what is notliing, to 
bring to naught what is something”. Here he finds 
an outlook “born of resentment and impotent 
vengefulncss”. And he also cites Chapter 6, “the 
saints shall judge the world” and “we shall judge 
angels”. Here he finds a will to power that has 
run amuck. 

His critics feel that it is Nietzsche who has run 
amuck; but tliey have generally misunderstood 
him because they overlooked that he did not find 
in Christianity what they have found in it. Few 
indeed are aware of the fact that Nietzsche says, 
also in The Antichrist: “When tlic exceptional hu¬ 
man being treats the mediocre more tenderly than 
himself and his peers, this is not mere politeness of 
the heart - it is simply his duty'\ Christianity he 
associated with resentment and the hope for bound¬ 
less power in another world from which, according 
to some of the greatest Christians, the blessed will 
behold the torments of those who got the best of 
things in this world. 

Nietzsche was not only a moralist but also a 
moral philosopher. His view of traditional ethics 
might be summed up in the words which F. H. 
Bradley used to characterize metaphysics: “the 
finding of bad reasons for what we believe on 
instinct”. But Nietzsche did not believe tliat moral 
idiosyncrasies were literally instinctive. On die 
contrary, he was struck by the great variety of 
moral views in different times and places; and he 
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derided the philosophers’ “conceit that they have 
long known what is good and evil for man”. 

His views on this subject arc best cited trom 
Beyond Good and Evil {1886), especially from sec¬ 
tions 186 and 260: “With a stiff seriousness that 
inspires laughter, all our philosophers ... wanted 
to supply a rationalfoundation for morals; and every 
philosopher so far has believed that he had provided 
such a foundation. Morality itself, however, was 
accepted as ‘given’.” “Because our moral philo¬ 
sophers” were parochial and myopic, “poorly in¬ 
formed, and not even very curious about different 
peoples, ages, and the past, they never laid eyes on 
the real problems of morality; for these emerge 
only when we compare many moralities”. 

Nietzsche poses two questions: how docs our 
prevalent morality compare with other moralities? 
and what can be said about morality in general? 

In answer to the first question we must try to 
construct as a first step “a typology of morals”; 
and Nietzsche finds “two basic types”: “There is 
master morality and slave morality*. Our prevalent 
morality, for which different moral philosophers 
have sought different “rational foundations” is one 
of the many mixed types and profoundly incon¬ 
sistent. For it originated historically out of two 
different traditions. 

Nietzsche docs not believe that every man is by 
nature cither a master or a slave. What he claims 
is rather that moral codes have originated “cither 
among a ruling group whose consciousness of their 
difference from the ruled group was accompanied 
by delight - or among the ruled group, the slaves”. 
The first type of moraUty is rooted in self-affirma¬ 
tion. The noble type calls itself.“good” and those 
who arc not noble “bad” - and Nietzsche adds: 
“The opposition of “good” and “evil” has a dif¬ 
ferent origin”. He docs not glorify brutality. “The 
noble man, too, helps the unfortunate, but not, or 
almost not, out of pity, but more prompted by an 
urge which is begotten by the excess of power”. 

In Aristotle’s words, Nietzsche’s “masters” feel 
that “it is vulgar to lord it over humble people.” 
Indeed, Nietzsche’s “masters” closely resemble 
Aristotle’s portrait of “the grcat-soulcd man”. This 
parallel is not accidental: Aristotle’s ethics greatly 
influenced Nietzsche's and helped to convince him 
that modern bourgeois morality is not morality par 
excellence; also that Christianity represented, to 


cite Beyond Good and Evil (sec. 46) the “revaluation 
of all the values of antiquity”. 

The first of the three essays that comprise Nietz¬ 
sche’s next book, Toward a Genealogy of Morals 
(1887), bears the title: “Good and Evil versus Good 
and Bad”. It deals at length with slave morality 
which contrasts good and evil. According to Nietz¬ 
sche, it is rooted “in the resentment of those who 
arc denied the real reaction, that of the deed, and 
who compensate with an imaginary revenge”. Not 
self-affirmation but resentment is primary here: 
evil is the slave’s primary concept “from which he 
then derives, as an afterimage and counterinstance, 
a ’good one* - himself”. 

The strong and noble man is above resentment. 
“Here alone it is also possible . .. that there be real 
*love of one’s enemies’. How much respect has a 
noble person for his enemies! And such respect is 
already a bridge to love”. “Beyond good and evil” 
does not mean beyond good and had. What it does 
mean is stated repeatedly in Zarathustra: “you are 
too pure for the filth of the words: revenge, punish¬ 
ment, reward, retribution”; **that man be delivered 
from revenge, that is for me the bridge to the highest 
hope”. 

In one of his last works, Twilight of the Idols, 
Nietzsche leaves no doubt that, although he far 
prefers master morality to slave morality, he does 
not by any means accept master moraUty. On the 
contrary, he calls attention to its inhuman aspects; 
and in the final analysis he finds both types of 
morality “entirely worthy of each other”. 

This brings us to the second question Nietzsche 
pressed: what can be said about morality in gen¬ 
eral? Nietzsche makes two points in reply. First, 
“every morality is, as opposed to laisser aller, a bit 
of tyranny against ‘nature’; also against ‘reason’; 
but this in itself is no objection”. Some disciphne 
and constraint, although arbitrary in a sense, is the 
prerequisite of all achievements “for whose sake 
life on earth is worthwhile; for example, virtue, 
art,' music, dance, reason, spirituality”. {Beyond, 
188). Point two: a morality is a prescription for 
living with one’s passions. Nietzsche tries to show 
this in the case of Stoicism, Spinoza, Aristotle, 
and Goethe, and claims that moralities are “ba¬ 
roque and unreasonable in form » because they are 
addressed to ‘all’ and generalize where generaliza¬ 
tions arc impermissible”. It would be folly for 
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St Francis to try to live like Goethe, or vice 
versa. 

Nietzsche finds the greatest power in those who 
can sublimate and control their passions, employ¬ 
ing them creatively. The libertine, who lacks self- 
control, has less power; and the ascetic, who can¬ 
not master his passions short of extirpating them, 
strikes Nietzsche as weaker than such men as 
Socrates or Goethe. 

Although religion and ctliics constituted Nietz¬ 
sche’s primary interests, he also ventured into epis¬ 
temology and metaphysics. In epistemology he 
made many interesting suggestions without ever 
working out any theory. His importance for met¬ 
aphysics is twofold. First, he offered a psycholog¬ 
ical analysis of belief in another world and argued 
that this world is the only one. And he criticised, 
especially in 7 'wili^ht of the Idols, metaphysical con¬ 
ceptions of mind, consciousness, ego and will. He 
even derided “the will” as a phantom which “docs 
not explain anything”. Secondly, he offered a meta- 
physic of his own when he suggested carher, es¬ 
pecially in Zarathustra, that “the will to power” is 
the ultimate reality. His psychological explanations 
can probably be reconciled with lus critique of 
metaphysical conceptions, but Kis reification and 
cosmic projection of the will to power seems clear¬ 
ly inconsistent with his own central intentions. It 
appears as a misguided attempt to outdo Schopen¬ 
hauer, whom the young Nietzsche had admired. 
Nietzsche’s doctrine of the eternal recurrence of 
the same events at gigantic intervals, finally, has 
struck practically all his readers as merely bizarre. 
But this was not intended as a metaphysical theory: 
Nietzsche was under the demonstrably mistaken 
impression that modern science, if it refrains from 
inconsistently postulating a Creator, entails ‘ uch a 
view. And he thought that for almost all men noth¬ 
ing could be more depressing than this prospect, 
while the overman {Vbermensch) the human being 
who has overcome liimseH and given liis hfe mean¬ 
ing by becoming a creator, might actually say, un¬ 
like Goethe’s Faust: abide, moment - and if you 
cannot abide, at least return. 

Nietzsche’s influence on the existentialists and 
psychoanalysts, on N. Hartmann, Schcler, Speng- 
Icr, Rilke, Buber, Thomas Mann, Malraux, and 
Gidc has been very pronounced. The literature 
about him is vast, and includes poems and novels. 


Occasionalism 

Richard Strauss wrote a tone poem. Thus Spoke 
Zarathustra, (w.K.) 

Nominalism is the theory which holds that the 
objects of thought are simply words and that there 
is no more to the meaning of a general term than 
the set of things to which it apphes. At its most 
modest nominalism holds that there is no inde¬ 
pendently accessible thing, universal or concept, 
which constitutes the meaning of a word. The 
only way to find out the meaning of a word is to 
see what tilings it is applied to. To say that the 
meaning is this class ol things, the word’s extension, 
is to go further and seems to entail that we never 
really know the meaning of any general word since 
many words with the same extension differ in 
meaning (c.g. man knd jeathcrless biped), A more 
traditional version of noimnalism contends that 
there is nothing more in common to the things a 
general term applies to than the fact that it applies 
to them. But to say this, it is argued, makes classifi¬ 
cation arbitrary and cannot explain why it is that 
men have made the classifications they have or how 
it IS that they all make the same classifications. In 
practice, therclorc, most nominalists follow Hobbes 
in holding that the dungs a general term apphes 
to arc related by rcscmblaiirc. But tins similarity 
theory, it is often claimed, is only a disguised form 
of realism, since resemblance is itself a universal. 
Nominalism was one of the possibilities envisaged 
in Porphyry’s celebrated comment on the Care^o- 
ries of Aristotle which posed the problem of uni- 
vcrsals for medieval philosophy. Roscellinus be¬ 
lieved that only individual sensible things were real 
and took the doctrine of the Trinity to be an asser¬ 
tion of the existence of three gods and, on similar 
grounds, Bercngar of Tours rejected transubstan- 
tiation. Many contemporary analytic philosophers 
follow Hobbes in upholding the similarity theory 
but Russell has remained faithful to rcahsm. 

(a.q.) 

Number, see Frege, Russell, Mathematics. 

O 

Occasionalism. For Descartes a human being 
was the point of union of material substance and 
immaterial substance. Descartes’s followers were 
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Ontological Argument 

unable to accept his own curious doctrine of the 
mechanism by which one of these disparate sub¬ 
stances could act upon tlic other. It was to provide 
a solution to the problems raised by the undoubted 
action of one substance on another that the theory 
of Occasionalism was developed. In each substance, 
mind and body, the chains of cause and effect were 
supposed to be complete and independent, since it 
was clear that modifications of an immaterial sub¬ 
stance could be neither the causes nor the effects of 
modifications of material substance. The correla¬ 
tion between the run of events in the one substance 
and the run of events in the other was explained by 
the intervention of God. Geulincx (1625-1669) 
gave the doctrine its characteristic form. Since do¬ 
ing sonietliing involves knowing how to do it, 
material bodies, knowing nothing, cannot act; their 
apparent action upon each other is the act of God. 
Since God is the sole cause, apparent psycho-phys¬ 
ical causation need present no problem for the oc¬ 
currence of an event in the one substance, mind, 
provides the Occasion for a Divine Act, in the other 
subsunce, body. (r.har.) 

Ontological Argument see Theism, Anselm. 

P 

Pantheism is the doctrine that everything is di¬ 
vine, that God and Nature are identical. Pantheism 
is more often discovered as an instrument of poetic 
expression than as a conclusion of philosophical 
argument. The great exception here is Spinoza. 
Spinoza's initial definition of substance inexorably 
leads on to the conclusion that there can only be 
one substance, truly so-called, and that it must be 
infinite. For there could be nothing other than it¬ 
self to limit it and so constitute it finite. Spinoza's 
definition of God which follows the traditional def¬ 
initions, makes God the possessor of infinite at¬ 
tributes. But the only being of infinite attributes is 
the one substance, which is Nature. Hence God and 
Nature must be identical. The history of Spinoza's 
reputation illustrates the knife-edge along which 
the pantheist walks. From the stand-point of the 
theist, a pantheist appears one who reduces God to 
Nature, and is thus essentially an atheist. From the 
stand-point of the sceptic, the pantheist takes an 
unwarrantedly religious view of Nature, and ap¬ 


pears as a covert theist. All metaphysical doctrines, 
such as the Idealist, which assert that the Universe 
is a Unity tend towards pantheism. For the Uni¬ 
verse is then something more than any of its finite 
parts; and there can be no deity distinct from it. It 
may be surmised that the collapse of such meta¬ 
physical doctrines deprives intellectual pantheism 
of its only support. (a.maci.) 

Parmenides, Greek pliilosophcr of Elea inSouthern 
Italy, born about 515 b.c. He wrote a pliilosophical 
poem consisting of a prologue and two parts, of 
which considerable fragments have survived. I’he 
prologue describes Parmenides’ meeting with a 
goddess who reveals the truth outlined in the first 
part of the poem; of the two possible paths of in¬ 
quiry, It is and It is not, only the first is tenable - 
“for you could not know what is not (for this is 
impossible), nor could you give expression to it". 
Thus Parmenides recognized the existential “is not" 
as an artificial concept, but was misled by his in¬ 
ability to distinguish the existential and predicative 
“is" into denying that negative predication was 
possible. This seemed to entail that there could be 
no differentiation in the real world (since if A can 
be distinguished from B then A is not B, which was, 
by Parmenides’ logic, impossible). Thus reality, 
“that which is", must be single, homogeneous, in¬ 
divisible, everlasting, and motionless. Since Being 
still necessarily imphed concrete bulk at this period 
it was spatially finite, “like the mass of a well- 
rounded sphere". Some of Parmenides’ arguments 
against not-being were perhaps directed particul¬ 
arly against Pythagorean dualism. But he him¬ 
self, in the fragmentary second part of his poem, 
which professedly gave “the opinions of mortals" 
and was “deceitful", outhned a cosmology in wliich 
the world was composed of two opposed sub¬ 
stances or “forms", fire and night. What was evi¬ 
dently quite an elaborate account included expla¬ 
nations of thought and knowledge (produced by 
the excess of one opposite, the hot or the cold, in 
the limbs), and astronomy, which had points in 
common with Anaximander’s. The purpose of 
this “Way of Seeming" is obscure. Perhaps Par¬ 
menides felt that his true conception of Being was 
too austere for practical life and ordinary people, 
and intended to show that the apparent world 
could be accounted for on the basis of a single pair 
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of apparent sensible opposites, without introducing 
so-called reality-principles like the Limit and Un¬ 
limited of the Pythagoreans. (g.s.k.) 

Pascal, Blaise, (1623-1662), a Frenchman, rightly 
famous as a mathematician, scientist, theologian 
and one of the earliest great French prose writers 
rather than as a philosopher in the narrower sense. 
His earlier years were devoted to mathematics and 
the physical sciences; his experiments with the ba¬ 
rometer are famous, the ascent of the Puy dc Dome 
by his brother at his direction being a decisive con¬ 
firmation of the theory of air pressure but recently 
advanced; the barometer carried by Pascal’s brother 
fell steadily as he climbed. In 1654 Pascal under¬ 
went a profound experience of rehgious conver¬ 
sion; he became a strong adherent of the jansenists 
and much of his energy was henceforth devoted to 
theological and religious propaganda and contro¬ 
versy. He continued however to work occasionally 
at mathematics, doing work on the theory of the 
cycloid preparatory to the theory of the calculus 
and with Fermat laying the basis of the mathemat¬ 
ical theory of probability. Pascal’s posthumously 
published Pensies constitute the part of his work 
most interesting to a philosopher; most notably he 
argues for the reasonableness of faith on the ground 
that there are no rational grounds either for bchef 
or disbelief and so belief is not less reasonable than 
disbelief; but this being so it is wiser to gamble on 
the truth of rehgion since this pohey involves suc¬ 
cess if rehgion is true and no Significant loss if it is 
false. The section containing reflections on geom¬ 
etry also has some wise and clear remarks on def¬ 
inition and the nature of deductive systems, (j.o.u.) 

Peirce, Charles Sanders, (1839-1914), bom at 
Cambridge, Massachusetts, son of Benjamin Peirce 
who was America’s leading mathematician of that 
time. Much of Charles’ early formation was sci¬ 
entific. He took his A.M. in mathematics, and in 
1861 was the first ever to take the Sc.B. in chemis¬ 
try at Harvard. He came to philosophy through 
reading Scliiller and was later enthralled by Kant. 
He associated with most of the leading American 
tliinkcrs of liis day - among them James, Wright 
and Holmes. But he obtained httle academic rec¬ 
ognition and was never appointed to a permanent 


university post. He spent most of the latter part of 
his hfe almost as a recluse and died in comparative 
poverty in 1914. He pubhshed a number of philo¬ 
sophical articles during his career but no book on 
philosophy. Much of iiis best work remained un- 
pubhshed until it was edited in the Collected Papers 
of C. S. Peirce (8 volumes: 1931-58). 

Epistemology: The central problem in modern 
epistemology has been to reconcile the subjective 
nature of thought with our claim to know what is 
distinct from thought. This had not been a problem 
for Aristotle. He considered that the mind simply 
discovered an order that pre-existed in reahty. But 
Kant inverted Aristotle’s position and claimed that 
the order in our knowledge came from the mind 
alone. Peirce accepted the modern problem and 
offered his own solution. 

Peirce began by holding that we arc conscious 
that we experience the real directly. The real con¬ 
sists of the things that exist whether we think about 
them or not. Moreover, if we are to avoid un¬ 
pleasant surprises, we must endeavour to adapt our 
conduct to these things. So far he agrees with 
Aristotle. But it is clear tliat we deal with tilings 
according to the ideas we have ol them. Our ideas 
however arc selective constructions, based on a 
partial experience of things; this experience is col¬ 
oured by our history, circumstances and purpose. 
The selective nature of knowledge led Peirce to 
agree with Kant that the mind constructs to '?omc 
extent the order in knowledge. He next set about 
showing that if we examine what an idea or con¬ 
cept is we should be able to reconcile what is true 
in the differing explanations of Aristotle and Kant. 

In reply to the question: What is a concept?: 
Peirce formulated in 1878 his famous pragmatic 
maxim: “Consider what effects, wliich might have 
conceivably practical bearings, wc conceive the ob¬ 
ject of our conception to have. Then, our con¬ 
ception of these effects is the whole of our con¬ 
ception of the object.’* He illustrates the maxim by 
saying that our idea of “wine” means nothing “but 
what has certain effects, direct or indirect, upon 
our senses’’. So too, if we call a thing “hard”, wc 
mean that “it will not be scratched by many other 
substances’’. He summed up: “Our idea of any¬ 
thing is our idea of its sensible effects.” Peirce offers 
his maxim as an instrument for distinguishing true 
knowledge from false. True knowledge - a correct 
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idea of an object - enables us to predict what will 
happen when we come to deal with that object. He 
is making use of the notion of verification of hy¬ 
potheses, He had learned the importance of this 
notion from modern science. In fact for Peirce all 
our ideas arc analogous to scientific hypotheses. 

Peirce’s 1878 formulation of the maxim con¬ 
tained in germ his later views. But it was formu¬ 
lated too exclusively in view of explaining our ideas 
of material things; it gave the impression of leaving 
no place for an idea such as moral goodness; a 
regulative idea such as the latter does not lead to 
direct sensory verification but controls our conduct 
in our deahngs with persons and things. Further¬ 
more, William James and the popular pragmatists 
took the maxim in a phenomenalist sense. Peirce 
developed his views in later years and set about 
avoiding all suspicion of phenomenalism. He did this 
essentially by insisting that pragmatism (or “prag- 
maticism” as he eventually called his teaching to 
distinguish it from that of James and others) teaches 
that an idea has meaning through any possible 
practical conduct that it can lead to or regulate. An 
idea docs not necessarily have to lead to immediate 
sensory verification. It is enough if it gives meaning 
to our conduct. For example, the notion of truth 
as an ideal-limit, though it has itself no direct sen¬ 
sory content, inspires us to keep on adding to our 
knowledge. Lastly, Peirce completed his theory by 
saying that each idea gives rise to a possibility of 
regular conduct in regard to what the idea ex¬ 
presses. Hence each idea is finally interpreted in a 
“habit”. These habits, interpretants of our ideas, 
arc “guides to action”. Our ideas find living and 
consistent expression in our habitual modes of con¬ 
duct. 

We can sum up briefly this part of Peirce’s solu¬ 
tion to the problem of knowledge. The meaning 
of a concept or hypothesis lies in the conduct that 
it gives rise to. An hypothesis that can be verified 
is a true one. When our concepts lead us to con¬ 
duct that is neither surprised nor found wanting, 
the essential subjectivity of knov^ ing is seen to be 
overcome. Our constructed concepts lead to a^uons 
that respect things as they exist in themselves in¬ 
dependently of thought. 

But since the knowledge of an object or situa¬ 
tion that an inquirer possesses is always inadequate, 
it is not enough that any single individual should 


apply tlic maxim.The researches of feUow-inquircrs 
correct and fiU in the knowledge gained in indivi¬ 
dual inquiry. The community of research (this in¬ 
cludes all men witli scientific inquirers as its elite) 
gathers more knowledge than any single indivi¬ 
dual and works to overcome mistakes in individual 
verification. In this way knowledge is pooled and 
correction is a cooperative affair. But since even the 
community existing at any given moment may be 
wrong about something ~ and in any case will not 
know everything about it - every inquirer has to 
envisage his research within the indefinitely con¬ 
tinuing research of a constantly growing company 
of inquirers. Hence the community seeks truth as 
an idcal-hmit. Searchers after truth make their way 
all the time towards a state of perfect knowledge; 
but they will never arrive at this state. I'hat docs 
not however rule out absolutely certain knowledge. 
We can be sure, for example, that Napoleon lived. 
But we can go on indefinitely acquiring knowledge 
about his life. 

The need for honesty in scrutinizing one’s data, 
for integrity in cooperating with others and for a 
genuine love of truth led Peirce to understand that 
truth is not only to be seen intellectually but has to 
be won morally. Not only does the serious begin¬ 
ning of inquiry demand sclf-discipline but the par¬ 
tial and selective nature of our knowing exacts 
self-control as we wxigh wdiat wc know of an ob¬ 
ject against what future experience may reveal of 
It. In other words, the work which we carry on of 
forming concepts, drawing consequences from 
them and verifying these consequences must be 
carried out in a sclf-disciplincd and cooperative way 
within the community of seekers and against the 
background of the social ideal-limit of truth. 

To round off this section wc may remark: (i) 
The influence of modern science on Peirce’s epis¬ 
temology is clear: (a) in his considering all concepts 
to be analogous to constructed hypotheses that can 
be verified; (b) in his theory of cooperative re¬ 
search. (2) As a solution to the subject-object di¬ 
lemma of modern philosophy he offered a dynamic 
theory of truth that makes room for empirical re¬ 
search, moral effort and an ideal-limit view of 
knowledge. This is a valuable contribution. (3) But 
it must be admitted that Peirce left many logical 
problems untouched and never coordinated his own 
fmdings to any adequate extent. 
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Categories: Like Aristotle Peirce wanted to clas¬ 
sify the main aspects of reality through a doctrine 
of Categories. Aristotle’s categories however had 
been objectivist; they were concepts inserted bet¬ 
ween the direct experience of the subject and the 
objects of experience. For our times Peirce believed 
that we need categories that express aspects of the 
world in terms of our direct perceptive cxpericncc. 
Hc formulated three such categories: Firstness, 
Secondness, and Thirdness. 

Firstness is the spontaneous aspect of things: it is 
cxemphficd especially in the free surge of the mind 
in the formation of hypotheses; it indicates life, 
growth and variety in the universe. In any single 
instance of Firstness, such as an act of immediate 
consciousness before it is reflccred on, there is un¬ 
differentiated unity. But otherness and the struggle 
resulting from it arc also an inescapable fact of ex¬ 
perience. Hence comes the next category. 

Secondness points to the element of duality in 
experience; resistance presupposes another being, 
a second. Through this category Peirce emphasises 
existence, “that mode of being which lies in 
opposition to another ... A thing without opposi¬ 
tions ipso fifto d(H's not exist”. In this sense exist¬ 
ence is not a predicate but something that is ex¬ 
perienced in willing and, perceiving as we come up 
against the “brute fact” aspect of the w'orld and the 
sheer individuality and limitation of each indivi¬ 
dual thing over and against every other thing. But 
spontaneity and opposition do not exhaust our ex¬ 
perience of reality; there is continuity or reg¬ 
ularity. 

Thirdness caters for continuity, especially con¬ 
tinuity in thought since the latter reveals what con¬ 
tinuity is to be found elsewhere. Peirce calls Third¬ 
ness “law”. He means that wc can reflect on an 
idea like “wine” or “hard” and see that it applies 
to many things; that shows that there is regularity 
in the real, and this regularity is the foundation of 
law. He speaks of “law” or “general principles” as 
being “active” in things. What he is saying is that 
the uniformities we discover in the real order have 
meaning for us only in so far as we ourselves can 
act regularly in their regard. So we can conceive 
the laws of the universe as analogous to our ©"wn 
habits ©faction. One may note that Thirdness links 
up directly with his epistemology. 

Peirce meant his categories simply to draw at¬ 


tention to the most important features of our ex¬ 
perience, features too that metaphysical thinking 
would be concerned w'ith. He declared that each of 
the three aspects is to be found in all lived expe¬ 
rience. However we shall see in the next section 
that Peirce thought that in one instance the first 
category could be found in a pure state without the 
other two. 

God, the Self and Immortality ; (i) God: Peirce ac¬ 
cepted as a philosophical hypothesis the idea of a 
personal and omnipotent God. He then outlined 
several different ways of arguing the reality of such 
a Being. We shall refer briefly to three of these: 
(a) I'he living variety of the universe and the spon¬ 
taneity that finds its highest expression in human 
personality enables us to perceive (he uses the term 
in a wide sense) an infinite Spontaneity or Firstness 
at the source of limited instances of Firstness, (h) It 
is clear that an order of dynami'^ finality exists in 
the world. The manner in which the human mind 
IS adapted to interpreting and predicting the course 
of nature through the hypotheses of science brings 
out such purposiveness most clearly. The only full 
explanation of this adaptation of parts of the world 
to one another and of the mind and the world is 
that an absolute Mind has presided over the crea¬ 
tion and development of things. Peirce adds that 
the evolutionary hypothecs supports this for there 
has not been time enough to allow for haphazard 
and unguided development from chaos to the pres¬ 
ent order, (c) When we reflect on the hypothesis 
of God as the creative Source of the universe, wc 
are gradually impelled m accept this hypothesis as 
the only possible explanation of existence. An in¬ 
stinctive belief in God fits every movement of our 
nature. Our inclination to pray and our awe before 
the totality of things go to confirm the truth of the 
hypothesis. 

Pierce concluded that God is unlimited in know¬ 
ledge and power. Nothing is opposed to his Being 
(no Sccondncss in him) and he is above all con¬ 
ceptual order (no Thirdness). But we are forced to 
conceive him to some extent in the image of« man. 
Such anthropomorphism is not false: rather it is 
figurative. It is justified in its intention provided 
that we do not seek to make our representation of 
God too precise. One might remark here that 
Peirce found language extremely inadequate for 
describing the infinite Being. But he succeeded in 


213 



Peter of Spain 

avoiding the trap of a geometrically immutable 
Deity and he presented a God with whom men 
could enter into hving relationship. 

(2) The Self: Peirce rejected the Cartesian atom¬ 
istic and thought-transparent self. Indeed he stressed 
to such an extent the comiections that each has 
with other men and the universe that to read some 
passages alone one might think that he rejected a 
unitary self. He also insisted that wc have to inter¬ 
pret our own thoughts. They arc as much signs to 
us as are the words of other people and the things 
of the universe. But if he rejected the Cartesian self, 
he had no time either for the view current among 
the other pragmatists that reduced human person¬ 
ality to a “bundle of habits’*. He pointed out in¬ 
stead that moral self-control imparts to a man’s 
actions that unitary form which wc call character. 
Moreover, “unity must be given as a centre for 
habits’*. Lastly, Firstness presupposes some min¬ 
imum unity; Secondness is based on the self as 
distinct from everything else; and Tliirdness of its 
nature points to unified continuity in humati 
thought. In a word, Peirce admitted a unitary self. 
But it was a self of a much more complex unity 
than Cartesian philosophy had thought of. 

(3) Immortality: Peirce never made up his mind 
about immortality. Early in his career he admitted 
that in its favour was the failure of materialism to 
explain much of the universe. But against it was the 
dependence of the working of the mind on the 
body. As the years went on he laid more and more 
stress on the spiritual aspects of the universe as evi¬ 
dence for personal immortality. But he stopped 
short of saying that such evidence was apodictic. 

Peirce exercised little real influence during his life. 
William James popularised a form or pragmatism 
that derived largely from a misunderstanding of 
Peirce’s pragmatic principle and his insistence on 
moral effort in the search for truth. Royce’s theory 
of the social infinite owes a lot to Peirce’s teaching 
on the community of inquirers but Peirce dismissed 
Royce’s logic as execrable. Dewey took over some 
of the empirical emphases in Peirce’s methodology. 
But by and large Peirce’s general phild^ophy made 
no impact until recent years with the publication 
of the Collected Papers. At present he is at least being 
commented on quite frequently, especially in the 
United States. But it is too soon to say in what 
direction his influence will be felt most, (j.o’c.) 


Peter of Spain, also known as Petrus Hispanus, 
lived in the thirteenth century. He is believed by 
some to be Petrus Alphonsi O.P., but is now gen¬ 
erally identified with Petrus Juliani who was born 
c. 1210-1220 at Lisbon. Juliani studied at Paris, was 
doctor of medicine to Pope Gregory X at Viterbo 
in 1272, Archbishop of Braga and Cardinal of 
Tusculum in 1273, was elected to the Papacy as 
John XXI 13 September, 1276, and died 20 May, 
1277 owing to the collapse of a study which he had 
had built. 

The opinion of K. Prantl that his Summulae 
LogicakSf which remained a fundamental logical 
text till the seventeenth century, was a translation 
from a Greek text of the eleventh century Michael 
Pscllus was soon refuted, and the supposed original 
is now known to be a much later derivative. 

Of the twelve tractates in the Summulae, 1-5 and 
7 correspond in their own admirably concise and 
formal way to the books of Aristotle’s Or(fation, 
with the exception of the Posterior Analytics, those 
on the Predicables and Predicaments (2 and 3) being, 
however, placed after that corresponding to the 
Peri Hermeneias. This order had already been 
adopted by William of Shyreswood, a master 
under whom Peter may have studied in Paris, in 
his Introductiones in Logicam. The remaining trac¬ 
tates, 6 and ‘>-12, forming the logica modern a, arc 
concerned with the “properties of terms”, sup¬ 
position, amplification etc. being interrupted by 
the last tractate of the logica antiqua, on fallacies. It 
is noteworthy that the best evidence points to this 
dovetailing of the old and new as authentic, and 
Shyreswood had already given a precedent in this 
respect. 

A notable innovation in the Summulae, destined 
for enormous influence, is the method of describing 
the syllogistic. The major premise is by definition 
that which is first stated, and the major extreme is 
by definition that extreme which appears in the 
major premise. Here Peter was extending to the 
fint figure the definitions which Shyreswood, fol¬ 
lowing Boethius, had adopted only for the second 
and third. Exclusion of all reference to the conclu¬ 
sion is fully explained by his definition of a syllo¬ 
gism as consisting not of three but of two proposi¬ 
tions (the premises). This mctalogical apparatus is 
of course quite distinct from the much later decree 
that the major premise, defined as that containing 
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the major extreme, itself defined as the predicate 
of the conclusion, must stand first. But there is 
some reason to think that in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries the Petrine method was mis¬ 
takenly taken as asserting this, and that it was fail¬ 
ure to distinguish the two sets of definitions which 
occasioned the rise and spread of this curious tenet. 

Peter also wrote a Syttcategoremata, in which is to 
be found the principle that “when an entire cop¬ 
ulative (conjunctive) proposition is negated, no 
determinate part of it is negated, but each of its 
parts under disjunction”. This is one of the two 
equivalences relating negation, conjunction and 
disjunction formerly ascribed to De Morgan, now 
often named after William of Ockham. (i.t.) 

Phenomenalism is the doctrine that human 
knowledge is confined to the appearances (pheno¬ 
mena) presented to the senses or, less restrictive! y, 
that appearances are the ultimate foundation of all 
our knowledge. It takes two main forms: first that 
of a general theory of knowledge and secondly, 
more usual at the present time, that of a theory of 
perception, (i) As a general theory of knowledge 
phenomenalism is the view that we can know 
nothing that is not given to us in sense-experience 
and it denies, with more or less thoroughness, the 
validity of inferences made from things that fall 
within our sense-experience to tilings lying outside 
It. One version, sometimes called agnosticism, as¬ 
serts that, although we cannot infer the character 
of what lies outside our sense-experience, wc can at 
least infer tliat there is sometlung outside it. Kant’s 
Thing-in-itself, Hamilton’s Unconditioned and 
Spencer’s Unknowable are outcomes of this Une of 
thought. Some philosophers, understandably reluc¬ 
tant to suppose that wc can know that there is 
something that lies beyond the bounds of possible 
knowledge, maintain that nothing at all exists be¬ 
yond the appearances presented to our senses. This 
view, sometimes called sensationalism, is roughly 
exemplified by the doctrines of Hume, J. S. Mill 
and Russell, although both Hume and Mill were 
dissatisfied with their attempts to explain the ob¬ 
serving mind that is the subject of sense-experience 
in terms of the appearances presented to it. To 
describe phenomenalism, as is often done, as the 
view that wc do not know things as they really arc 
but only as they appear to us, is misleading. By 


implying that there arc things over and above the 
appearances presented to us, it begs the question in 
favour of agnosticism. 

(2) In its usual modern form, as a theory of percep¬ 
tion, phenomenalism was first clearly expounded 
by J. S. Mill in 1865 and his compact formula - a 
material thing is a permanent possibility of sensa¬ 
tion -■ is as good as any. Much the same point is 
conveyed by Russell’s remark: the thing is the class 
of its appearances. More reccni phcnomenalists 
have preferred to state their doctrine in a linguistic, 
instead of an ontological, idiom. Material-object 
statements, they say, arc reducible to or translatable 
into statements about sense-data. The whole con¬ 
tent of our beliefs about material things can be 
expressed in terms of what is immediately given in 
sense-experience. The usual argument for tliis con¬ 
clusion starts from the straight-forward considera¬ 
tion that everything we know by perception must 
be either inferred or uiiinferrcd. Now unlc.ss some 
of it is uninferred we arc landed with an infinite 
regress. This inescapably uninferred perceptual 
knowledge, it is widely, though not universally, 
agreed, is knowledge of appearances, that is of 
sense-data. So much is common ground to many 
theories of perception. The characteristic phenom- 
enalist contention at tins point is that there can be 
no valid inference from appearances which pur¬ 
ports to conclude to the existence of transcendental 
things, to things, in other words, that do nor ap¬ 
pear to us and so of which we have no direct know¬ 
ledge. What reason could wc have for believing 
that there now exists something unobserved that 
stands in a certain relation, that of being its cause 
for example, to what wc arc now observing ? Only 
that we have in the past actually observed such 
things regularly standing in that relation to sense- 
data hkc our present ones. It is, of course, logically 
impossible that wc should have such evidence for 
things transcending sense-experience since these are 
unobservable by definition. 

Phcnomenalists arc not, however, solipsists. 
They do not bcHevc that there is nothing wc can 
know to exist apart from our own scnsc-cxpcri- 
enccs. But, while not rejecting all inference from 
sense-data, they will only countenance inference to 
things that could in principle be experienced. The 
permitted variety of inference is simple extra¬ 
polation to what arc variously called possible sensa- 
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tions (Mill), scnsibilia (Russell) and hypothetical 
sense-data. Our actual experience displays enough 
regularity for us to cstabhsh laws of con elation 
between experiences of different kinds. When 
some part of one of these regular patterns is pre¬ 
sented to us we can reasonably understand that the 
rest of the pattern is available if we modify the 
conditions of observation appropriately (for exam¬ 
ple, by stretching out our hands or opening our 
eyes). Our experience, though fragmentary, is or¬ 
derly enough to enable us to construct from it a 
material world that is, in Hume’s phrase “contin¬ 
uous and distinct”. There is some disagreement 
about the way in which this conclusion should be 
expressed. Russell speaks of “scnsibilia”, actual en¬ 
tities just like sense-data except in the respect that 
no observer is aware of them. Others, feeling that 
there is still a faint whiff of the transcendent, even 
of the self-contradictory, about this, prefer to say 
that what we infer is the truth of hypothetical pro¬ 
positions. 

There are three main hncs of objection to this 
theory. First, it is argued that the phenomenalist 
translation could never, even in principle, be carried 
out, either because we lack the verbal means to 
effect it or because the appearances associated with 
a given material object are infinitely numerous and 
complex. Secondly, it is said that the translation is 
spurious since the antecedent clauses of the hypoth¬ 
etical statements making up the translation must 
themselves mention material objects, for example 
the bodies and especially the sense-organs of ob¬ 
servers and the physical conditions of observation. 
Thirdly, a lot of discomfort has been felt, even by 
philosophers well-disposed to phenomenalism such 
as H. H. Price, about the fact that unobserved 
material things, which are only clusters of possibil¬ 
ities according to the theory, exert a causal in- 
fluence. How can the collection of possible sense- 
data, which is all the water at the bottom of a well 
consists of, manage to emit an actual noise when 
an unobserved, and so equally hypothetical, stone 
strikes it? A more fundamental line of objection 
starts further back by attacking the presumption 
shared by phenomenalists with many other 
theorists of knowledge, that the only immediate 
objects of perception are sense-data. 

Phenomenalism has close affinities with the the¬ 
ory of perception put forward by Berkeley, who 


at one point, indeed, explicitly propounds phenom¬ 
enalism but fails to follow it up. What wc infer, in 
his view, is not possible experiences of our own 
but actual, and pretty transcendent-looking, expe¬ 
riences of God’s. Mill could be said to have derived 
his phenomenalism from Hume’s account of per¬ 
ception by making one crucial change: what Hume 
regarded as an imaginative fiction Mill saw as a 
legitimate piece of intellectual construction, Russell 
with his theory of scnsibilia, has never been a com¬ 
plete phenomenalist and Price was led by the ar¬ 
gument about the causal efficacy of clusters of mere 
possibilities to augment his families of sense-data 
with ghostly relics of Lockean substance called 
Physical Occupants. The most thorough and un¬ 
wavering phenomenalist of recent times is Ayer. 

Phenomenalist theories of mind have been ad¬ 
vanced with more or less conviction and enthu¬ 
siasm by Hume, Mill, Russell and Ayer, theories 
which see the mind as simply a related cluster of 
actual experiences. Mach and Pearson expounded 
a phenomenalist pliilosophy of science which gives 
an attractively hard-headed account of the theoret¬ 
ical entities of natural science (electrons, viruses 
etc.). In Carnap’s Loffische Auflniu der Welt a com¬ 
pletely generahsed phenomenalism is worked out 
in impressive formal detail in which our entire 
conceptual apparatus is decomposed into its ulti¬ 
mate phenomenal constituents. (a.q.) 

Phenomenology. In its broadest meaning, the 
term phenomenology signifies a descriptive philo¬ 
sophy of experience. The name of Husserl is most 
closely associated with this term in twentieth cen¬ 
tury thought. C. S. Peirce defmed the descriptive 
discipline of “phancroscopy” or “phenomen¬ 
ology”, but no relationship between him and Husserl 
has been estabhshed. Husserl’s version of phenom¬ 
enology is unrelated historically to Hegel’s con¬ 
ception of “phenomenology of the spirit”. Al¬ 
though there can be no doubt about Husserl’s grad¬ 
ual tendency, in his later years, to evolve a “philo¬ 
sophy of the spirit”, he felt hostility toward specula¬ 
tive philosophy in his formative period. The in¬ 
debtedness of phenomenology, in Husserl’s sense, 
is nevertheless many-sided. The influence of Brcn- 
tano, James, the British empiricists, Descartes, 
Leibniz and Kant is to be noted particularly. 

The Husserhan version of phenomenology was 
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developed slowly and painstakingly. The aim to 
reconcile the a priori validity of formal reasoning 
and psychical processes, and to extend the scope of 
the priori** to the entire field of experience, was 
a primary motive leading to a science of “pure** 
phenomenology. Phenomenology was first defmed 
as “descriptive psychology**. The inadequacy of 
that definition soon became apparent, and Husserl 
managed to clarify his conception of it in the elab¬ 
oration of a “transcendental** phenomenology. 
From the begimiing, phenomenology was com¬ 
mitted to the ideal of the greatest possible freedom 
from presuppositions. Accordingly, speculative 
constructions are ruled out, and there can be no talk 
of an inaccessible realm beyond the reach of pos¬ 
sible experience. The slogan “Back to the things 
themselves!*’ expresses this principle very well. 

The term “transcendental** is a name for a purely 
reflective point of view, Kant indicated its general 
nature v/hen he spoke of “transcendental** as mean¬ 
ing the attending to the experiencing of an object, 
rather than to the object itself I’hc aim is to make 
the reflection as “radical** as possible, proceeding to 
the sources of evidence in immediate experience, 
and “questioning** everything for its evidence. To¬ 
ward that end, a procedure of “reduction** is in¬ 
stituted, requiring the suspension of all beliefs, and 
of all scientific knowledge as well. Descartes' pro¬ 
cedure of doubt serves as a convenient means of 
introducing the method of phenomenology. One 
could be mistaken in his judgments about the 
world, or anything “transcendent** of experience. 
But the “immanent** experiences concerning the 
world, or concerning any alleged or imagined ob¬ 
jects, cannot be doubted. This is to go along with 
Descartes* “beginning”, the purpose being to make 
something systematic and fruitful out of it, rather 
than to let it go as kind of rhetorical flourish in a 
philosophical meditation. 

The aim is, then, to delimit the entire, endless 
realm of experiences, in all their types - perception, 
phantasy, etc. That can in any case be defined as a 
self-contained field for inquiry. If all beliefs in ex¬ 
istence, or in truths of any kind, arc suspended, wc 
arc left with the experiences themselves, and with 
the objectivities as meant by the experiences. The 
two sides -- the meaning side and the meant side, as 
such - arc called the noetic and noematic sides of 
experience. This “correlative” mode of viewing 
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experience is essential to the procedure of phenom¬ 
enology. With all beliefs placed in abeyance as a 
matter of method, one can speak of “pure subjec¬ 
tivity”, or of “pure experience”. It is a “radical” 
procedure because all natural and traditional as¬ 
sumptions whether metaphysical or theoretical, 
have been suspended. It would be a misunderstand¬ 
ing, however, to infer that the world has been “dis¬ 
carded” or denied. The “thesis” of existence has 
simply been “put out of play”, and the “world” 
must now be placed in quotation-marks: it is the 
correlate of my meaningful experience, but it is no 
longer regarded as independently real. It is a 
“bracketed” world. 

The “reduction” to the stream of inner expe¬ 
riences which has been described must be per¬ 
formed by an individual thinker, who will carry 
the procedure as far as possible. Because one must 
begin with liis own experiences, “transcendental 
cgology” is the first stage. The “exhibiting” or 
evidence of other minds must be provided for if 
solipsism is to be avoided. In the language of 
phenomenology, that is made possible by “em¬ 
pathy”, “appresentation”, and “apperception by 
analogy”, based upon the resemblance of other 
bodies to one’s own body. The phenomcnologist 
then speaks of “transcendental intersubjectivity”, 
and of the “constitution” of the objective world. 

The term “constitution” is unfortunately used 
in more than one sense in the literature of phenom¬ 
enology. It really names the constructive progisimmc 
of descriptive analysis, which is called for once the 
“purification” of the “reduction”, or, as it turns 
out, a series of “reductions”, is completed. “Cre¬ 
ation” is not what is meant by a descriptive phenom¬ 
enology. To speak of the “constitution” of the 
world of nature within the frame of pure con¬ 
sciousness should not suggest that the world is made 
out of consciousness. If all things arc to be viewed 
as objects of and for experience, it is appropriate to 
speak of the synthetic and “idealising” processes by 
which complex structures and meanings are “con¬ 
stituted” out of the stream of experiences The 
meaningful (noetic) experiences and the meant 
(noematic) objects are both included in tlie scope 
of the endless descriptive inquiry. 

The value from a critical point of view is evident. 
The programme of reflecting upon all knowledge 
and experience, with the ideal of evidence in mind. 
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as meaning the “sclf-givcnncss** in experience of 
what is meant, may well have an emancipating 
effect upon thinkers. 

The transcendental or purely reflective “reduc¬ 
tion** to one*s stream of experiences is united with 
another type of “reduction**, called “eidetic reduc¬ 
tion**. In plain words, ‘‘eidetic** means “essential**, 
and “reduction** is used in the sense of “restriction**. 
One is not concerned with natural events in phe¬ 
nomenology. There are no causal methods; they 
belong to the special sciences. The interest is re¬ 
stricted to the descriptive analysis of essential struc¬ 
tures and relations, in all types of experience, such 
as perception, remembrance, etc., and in all the 
“intentional** or meant objects of experience. 

The procedure of phenomenology is regarded as 
having the advantage of avoiding the doubts and 
errors of ordinary natural experience. The inves¬ 
tigator of the “immanent** realm of experience 
allegedly has the advantage of not being “at the 
mercy of the facts**. He may indeed make mistakes 
in his descriptions. But he is incomparably more 
secure than the natural investigator. At least, that 
is the argument. On the other hand, it must be 
admitted that the defender of natural experience as 
having a very high degree of probability may sub¬ 
mit a formidable case. It is imfortunate that the 
attempt to justify the pure “inner** realm of inquiry 
against severe opposition led to the demeaning of 
natural experience and its methods. 

But that is not the only reason. The historical 
role of phenomenology is seen in its alignment 
with the foes of naturalism. It became a means of 
outflanking and disposing of naturalism as a 
philosophy; and, positively, of serving as a well- 
defined idcahstic philosophy. In its opposition to 
naturalism it was in the company of the dominant 
academic philosophers of the time, who were 
concerned with circumscribing the methods of the 
sciences, and with defending the traditional pre¬ 
serve of a spiritual philosophy of values. Although 
phenomenology is a highly distinctive philosophy, 
with much novelty in its methods and in its de¬ 
scriptive results, it has little that is new to offer in its 
basic arguments for idealism. If mind or spirit 
were removed, Husserl argues, there would be no 
nature; for spirit is what gives meaning to being. 

The chief justification of phenomenology lies in 
the value of its descriptive findings. Its studies of 


time-consciousness, “origin-analyses** of the basic 
concepts of logic, and analysis of perception and 
other modes of experience have greatly extended 
the range of our vision for descriptive purposes. 
It is on “seeing** that the greatest emphasis is placed. 
“Seeing** is a finality; it cannot be based upon any¬ 
thing more fundamental. The field of description 
encompasses the whole network of psychical re¬ 
lations, and particular attention is devoted to the 
process of “idealisation**, without which scientific 
experience and thinking would not be possible. 

The subjective method of phenomenology 
should not be presumed to displace the objective 
empirical methods of the sciences. Apart from the 
motive of overcoming opposition, it is characteris¬ 
tic of the enthusiasm with which a new point of 
view is promoted, to make excessive claims for its 
potentialities. Like so many other innovators, Hus¬ 
serl did not know when to stop, in his relentless 
drive toward a universal philosophy. At times, he 
revealed awareness of the hmits of his achievements, 
as when he mused that he would never set foot on 
the “promised land**. The pure eidetic science of 
transcendental phenomenology, which would ena¬ 
ble philosophy to provide scientists with thor¬ 
oughly clarified concepts and basic principles, re¬ 
mained an ideal for him, just as it had been an un¬ 
fulfilled promise for the great rationalists. 

The charge has been made that phenomenology 
has no access to the “problem of being’*. As a 
“pure” subjectivistic procedure, it excludes all 
judgments of existence. From its point of view, all 
the special sciences arc “dogmatic**, because they 
make assumptions concerning being, and their con¬ 
cepts and principles have not been rendered “evi¬ 
dent** in immediate experience. How, then, can a 
phcnomenologist speak of “being** ? Docs it not 
avoid what should be considered a vitally impor¬ 
tant problem? The answer can only be given by 
emphasizing the specialized service which phenom¬ 
enology can render. It is not equipped to deliver a 
universal philosophy, which requires active co¬ 
operation with the sciences. It can, however, make 
important contributions within the hmits of its 
area of activity, as determined by its carefully de¬ 
fined conditions for inquiry. The “clarification** of 
the basic concepts and principles of the sciences and 
of the “ontologies**, of which we still have so few 
(geometry, for example), in terms of immediate 
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experience, is in itself a programme sufficiently 
important to make it an indispensable discipline. 
The descriptive analysis of experience from the 
radically reflective point of view undertakes to 
make clear the contributions of the knower to ex¬ 
perience. That has already been carried to a point 
hitherto scarcely approached in the history of 
philosophy. The service to logic and psychology 
offers no doubt the most promising prospects of 
this descriptive work. 

The impact of phenomenological findings on 
psychology has been impeded by sharp critical ex- 
changes, caused by misunderstanding on the part 
of some psychologists, and righteous indignation 
on the part of Husserl - not unmixed, however, 
with something of the acrimonious spirit of the 
“schools’* in Germany. The critique of the “natural 
science of psychology” was intended by Husserl to 
show tlie need for a “rational psychology”, which 
would do for naturalistic psychology what geo¬ 
metry has done for physical science. This is char¬ 
acteristic of the hopes for phenomenology. Husserl 
portrayed it as furnishing the “mother-ground” 
for all the basic concepts and principles of the sci¬ 
ences. The “First Philosophy” which he envisaged 
was to be truly the “foundation” for all knowledge 
wliich could pretend or hope to be scientific. 

The influence of phenomenology has been ex¬ 
tensive, and to some extent it has borne fruit of a 
type quite uncongenial to Husserl. He regarded the 
.so-called “realistic” phenomenologists as dogmatic 
metaphysicians. The broader phenomenological 
movement includes a prominent religious wing, 
with some evidence of mysticism. The “intuition 
of essences” of phenomenology has not only been 
misused to include the non-rational, but has also at 
times deteriorated to the level of banal descriptions 
of familiar objects of experience. Attempts have 
been made, with varying degrees of success, to 
develop a phenomenological approach to social sci¬ 
ence, history, art, mathematics, psychology, and 
psychiatry, as well as logic and the philosophy of 
values. lU-fatcd in Husserl’s own view was the 
rapidly growing “existentialistic” movement, ad¬ 
mittedly owing something to phenomenology, 
while disavowing the severe limits of its subjectiv¬ 
ism in the name of a “philosophy of existence”. 
The “correlative point of vicw“ of phenomenology 
is superseded in that movement by talk of “trans¬ 


cendence”, “paratran.scendcnce”, and “mystery”. 

It is possible to formulate a strictly methodolo¬ 
gical version of phenomenology, with no ulterior 
commitments to idealism or any other dogma. The 
phenomenological procedure is then subsumed 
under the general class of methods of inquiry, 
along with all the “objective” methods - inductive, 
causal, and explanatory. Although its findings may 
well be valuable for all t>ther disciplines, it is also 
true th.it it could have no subject-matter without 
the factual “mother-ground”, which is primarily 
represented by the natural and cultural sciences. 

Phenomenology is regarded as a “reactionary” 
philosophy in Soviet Russia, and by dialectical 
materialists generally. Naturalists have not been 
reserved in their misgivings concerning a subjec¬ 
tivistic philosophy of “pure reflection”. A strict 
phenomenology, freed from all pretence to meta¬ 
physics, and from excessive claims to “absolute¬ 
ness”, would, however, be as defensible in its way 
as symbolic logic has always been in its own uni¬ 
verse of discourse. 

Plato (c. 427-347 B.C.), .son of Ariston and Pcric- 
tionc, was born in Athens and lived there for most 
of his eighty years. Though at first marked out for 
politics, both by his lineage and by his interests, he 
in fact devoted himself almost wholly to study, to 
theory, and to teaching. One cause of this was the 
disgust he came to feel at the low level of politicr> 
in liis time; he found that bad faith and injustice 
and cynical selfishness were widespread, and that 
ingemmus good faith could not stand against them. 
The only hope for politics, it seemed to lum, was 
to found a school and create therein a new kind of 
political character. 

The main cause of his renouncing political prac¬ 
tice was probably Socrates. He fell deeply under 
the spell of Socrates’ magnetic and searching 
thought, and was profoundly shocked when, at the 
age of about 37, he saw Socrates condemned to 
death on the absurd charge of corrupting the young 
men and not believing in the city’s gods. He has 
left us unhistorical but magnificent pictures of So¬ 
crates’ defence, imprisonment, and execution, in 
his Apologyy Crito, and Phaedc. 

After this disaster, most of the friends of Socrates 
left Athens for a time; and Plato now had a period 
of travel, in the course of which he visited the Greek 
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dries of Sidly and southern Italy, made political 
and scholarly friends there, and widened k’s con¬ 
ceptions of man and study. By about 385, at the 
latest, he was back in Athens, and was founding, 
near the grove of the hero Academus, what has 
come to be called the “Academy**, and what may 
loosely but usefully be called the first university. 
He gathered about him a number of pupils and 
fellow students, who united themselves in a “mu¬ 
seum**, or friendly society dedicating itself to those 
patrons of letters and music, the Muses. The mem¬ 
bers, who must have been very few and very rich 
compared with the undergraduates of today, might 
stay there for twenty years or even for life, taking 
part in the common studies, religious exercises, 
and meals. The ultimate practical purpose of the 
society was held to be the restoration of decent 
government to the Greek cities. Some of the mem¬ 
bers left after a time and went into practical pol¬ 
itics. Some, including Plato himself, wrote political 
advice to their friends elsewhere. But the studies 
pursued were far from wholly practical. Plato held 
the restoration of decent government to require a 
complete foundation of theoretical knowledge; 
and he sought to lay such a foundation, as deep and 
as firm as possible. The studies which he encouraged 
hence came to appear to the man in the street as 
obscure, fine-drawn, and impractical; and there is 
a story that, when he advertised a lecture on “The 
Good*’, people came hoping to learn how to be 
happy, but heard only what seemed to them to be 
higher mathematics. Mathematics certainly be¬ 
came, after philosophy, the study most pursued by 
the society. 

Since Plato never married (his writings suggest 
that he had no sexual interest in women), he was 
able to devote himself to his school; and he appears 
to have done so for most of the remaining forty 
years of his long life. He had, however, two very 
important relations with the outside world; his in¬ 
terventions in the politics of Syracuse and his pub¬ 
lished writings. 

During his travels Plato had made a friend of 
Dion at the court of Syracuse. In 367 Dion urged 
Plato to come to Syracuse and instruct the new 
ruler, Dionysius II, who being young and well- 
intentioned might be made into the new kind of 
statesman desired by Plato. Plato saw that he must 
go and went; but he had little hope of realising his 


ideal in Dionysius, and had probably lost by this 
time most of his original eagerness for political 
practice. The matter turned out very badly. This 
was not because the royal pupil had no relish for 
Plato or philosophy. On the contrary, he became 
very attached to his teacher and to the subject. It 
was because he came to suspect his teacher’s friend 
Dion of aiming at too much political power. No 
doubt this suspicion of Dion was fostered by Dion’s 
rivals among the courtiers. Plato had not been at 
Syracuse six months before Dionysius expelled Dion 
on the ground that he was plotting against him. 
Loyalty then compelled Plato to support Dion and 
demand his recall, while jealousy and suspicion 
drove Dionysius to try to separate Plato from Dion. 
Dionysius never let Dion return, and for some time 
he did not let Plato leave. 

Six years later, in 361, Dionysius sent for Plato 
again, and ensured Plato’s comphance by making 
it a condition of the restoration of Dion. Once he 
had Plato, however, he did not recall Dion but on 
the contrary finally confiscated Dion’s property in 
Syracuse. Plato had to use the influence of a neigh¬ 
bouring ruler in order to be allowed to return to 
Athens. 

Jealousy begins with false beliefs; but by acting 
on them it makes them true. Dion now became in 
fact the irreconcilable enemy of Dionysius. He in¬ 
vaded Syracuse and drove Dionysius from it in 
357, ruled it himself for four years, and then was 
assassinated. The assassin apparently had had rela¬ 
tions with Plato and was considered a member 
of the Academy. This was a terrible blow to 
Plato. 

Plato’s publications arc all preserved, and make 
five modern octavo volumes. They constitute not 
merely the greatest philosophical work there is, but 
also one of the greatest pieces of literature in the 
world. They arc philosophy par excellence ; and, if 
anyone asks what philosophy is, the best answer is: 
“read Plato”. For it was Plato who brought the 
word “philosophy” into use; and it was he who 
mainly invented and first practised the sort of study 
for which “philosophy” is the name. To say that 
there is little philosophy in a major work by Plato 
is self-contradictory; or it expresses an arbitrary 
and improper change in the meaning of the word. 
The socallcd Pre-Socratic philosophers, and even 
Socrates, were not philosophers in the full sense of 
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the word, though they were certainly Plato’s in- 
spirers. 

Plato’s works, though not dated, can now for the 
most part be confidently assigned to one of three 
periods, the early, the middle, and the late. The 
early works constitute an extremely striking 
presentation of the figure of Socrates. 

All but one of these works arc dialogues; and 
this is part of Plato’s conception of pliilosophy as 
well as part of his htcrary originahty. Philosophy is 
essentially a kind of logos; and Plato’s notion of 
logos may be analysed in modern terms as ‘‘the 
reasonable use of words in thinking”. The reason¬ 
able use of words involves submitting them to crit¬ 
icism by others and testing them by their impUca- 
tions ; and this involves dialogue. The typical early 
Platonic dialogue draws out the implications of a 
statement, in order to test it for consistency with 
itself and with other statements being considered 
at the same time. The question whether to adopt a 
statement must not be answered until we have 
answered the question, what are its impheations 
and connections. Since more impheations may be¬ 
come visible to us in the future, it is usually better 
to adopt a view provisionally and until someone 
persuades us otherwise with a better argument. 

In his middle dialogues Plato shows some dis¬ 
satisfaction with the hypothetical and negative pro¬ 
cedure of his Socrates in the early dialogues, and 
some hope of finding an unhypothctical starting- 
point on which to base intuitive certainty and good 
politics. He thinks that such a starting-point can be 
found, if at all, only in the region suggested by the 
following statements. 

Through all the multiplicity and variety of just 
and unjust acts, persons, and situations, in this 
world, there evidently is in some way only one 
Justice and only one Injustice. And so with every 
other collection of things to which we apply the 
same name, as “beautiful” or “couch”. Various and 
divergent as beautiful things are, there is somehow 
only one Beauty. We can distinguish from each and 
all of the many beautiful things the one Beauty it¬ 
self, what Beauty itself is, which must be there 
because otherwise there would be no sense in call¬ 
ing anything beautiful. 

The one Beauty itself is not merely distinct from 
each and all of the beautiful things. It is also sep¬ 
arate from them. For it must be completely beau- 
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tiful, purely beautiful, unchangingly beautiful; 
and no beautiful thing is such. This conies out very 
clearly when we consider the one Equahty itself; 
for probably no two sticks in this world ever arc 
exactly equal; and if they were our measurements 
would never be able to tell us that they were. 
Thus we arrive at an astounding and thrilling con¬ 
clusion : there is a second world, other than our 
world of visible things, consisting of the Ones 
Themselves, each of which is perfectly, purely, and 
eternally, what it is, visible only to the mind itself, 
that is to say, properly speaking not visible but 
intclhgible, grasped only by the pure intellect 
using bare words. 

Can this be right? Let us go back and approach 
by a slightly different way. Socrates has made us 
famihar with the enterprise of asking what a thing 
is. He has asked what courage is, what virtue is, 
what knowledge is. And he has rejected all such 
answers as: “Well, look at Laches if you want to 
know what courage is; he is a courageous man”. 
Socrates has replied that he wants, not this that 
courageous man or act, but the one courage itself. 
And surely he was right. The question “What is 
courage?” expresses a possible enterprise wliich is 
not the enterprise of collecting examples. The 
Socratic search for “Definitions” was in fact the 
search for one or other of these elusive but 
necessary Ones in Themselves. They must be there, 
to make sense of our w^orld and our speech; but 
their forms are to be discerned only by the eye of 
the mind. There is an intelligible world of “Forms” 
or “Ideas”. 

The word “idea” meant to Plato first visible 
form and then form in general. Thus it meant some¬ 
thing objective. It never carried the subjective 
meaning it has today. In any case it is hardly more 
than a label to him, a label for “that one thing itself 
w-hich (something) in itself is, complete, pure, and 
eternal”; and this phrase in turn is Plato’s distilla¬ 
tion from Socrates’ search for definitions and from 
the fact of common names. 

These Forms, then, so unexpectedly but so sim¬ 
ply discovered, arc the required starting-point, 
both for good practice and for good theory and 
indeed for a kind of religion (for Plato called them 
divine). To believe in them and to pursue them is 
to be a philosopher; that is the deeper definition of 
what philosophy or the pursuit of wisdom is. To 
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be ignorant of them, or to disbelieve in them when 
they are pointed out (which unfortunately is the 
usual human state), is to be essentially not a philo¬ 
sopher. Knowledge of them is the first possible kind 
of knowledge. Indeed it is strictly speaking the only 
kind of knowledge; for strictly speaking only the 
unchangeable can be known, and only the Forms 
are unchangeable. If you say that the moon is full, 
and then the moon wanes, you cannot strictly 
speaking have known that the moon was full. Only 
what completely is can be completely known. 
There is a difference of kind between knowledge, 
which has for its object the Forms, and opinion, 
which has for its object this transitory and con¬ 
fused world. 

The Forms are, however, the explanation of the 
visible world, so far as it has one. This cosmos is the 
mixed result of Mind and Necessity, and hence our 
account of it cannot be better than a likely story. 
But certainly whatever reality there is in visible 
things comes to them from the Forms after which 
they are called. A visible couch shares in, or perhaps 
rather imitates, or stands in some other relation 
to, couch itself, and derives its half-reality there¬ 
from. We may also suppose that, besides the Forms 
and the visibles, there is a Third Thing, a receptacle 
of all becoming, which hkc gold takes any shape, 
and is to the Forms as mother is to father, a sort of 
room or seat of becoming, to be grasped impercep¬ 
tibly by a kind of bastard reasoning. 

All opinion is defective; but it is not all equally 
defective. On the contrary, those who know the 
Forms will have far better opinions about this 
world than those who do not. And that is the key 
fact for good politics, since it imphes that kings 
should be philosophers. The only good govern¬ 
ment is government by those who know, and this 
means government by those who know the Forms. 
The ideal city would be a pliilosophocracy. 

Whether such a city could ever come into exist¬ 
ence is very doubtful; but how it would maintain 
itself if it did come into existence is clear. The ruling 
philosophers would take care to see that their rule 
was absolute and not hmited by unchangeable laws 
or by popular votes, that they handed it over only 
to other equally adept and right-minded philo¬ 
sophers, and that the supply of suitable successors 
was assured by appropriate education of the best 
persons. Education would be in fact by far the most 


important part of practice. Those chosen to receive 
it would be primarily the cliildren of the rulers; 
but impartial selection would reject some of these 
as inferior, and add some superior children from 
the common people. The same kind of impartial 
search for the best, overriding all useless customs 
however dear, would give us women as well as 
men rulers, would make these women exercise 
naked as well as the men, and would abolish family 
life among the rulers in favour of a conventional 
system of common parents and common children, 
which, together with communion of property, 
would fuse the whole ruling class into a united and 
selfless whole whose ascendency would never be 
in doubt. 

The primary education of these rulers would not 
be very different from what Plato had himself re¬ 
ceived. It would, however, be publicly organized 
and more intense; and the physical or gymnastic 
part would be more military in character. The two 
greatest differences would be, first, the ever present 
risk of failure in the next examination and con¬ 
sequent relegation to the masses, and, second, the 
complete absence from their music and poetry of 
all corrupting or degrading suggestions, such as 
frenzied music and Homer's assertion that the gods 
could not restrain their laughter on a certain occa¬ 
sion. For whatever is read in literature in early 
years goes deep into the soul, especially any sug¬ 
gestion of self-control or self-abandonment. 

Those who passed all tests up to the age of twenty 
would be sure of some sort of place in the ruling 
class for life; but whether this place was ever to be 
higher than that of a private in the army would 
depend on their success in the studies and exercises 
and examinations in the following fifteen years. 
Here Plato is strange indeed; for what he proposes 
as a suitable training, for the higher ranks of the 
army and for the administrators and rulers, is the 
advanced study of mathematics followed by the 
abstract study of the Forms and finally of the Form 
of the Good. Nothing is said about history or poli¬ 
tics or economics. His reason is that those who are 
to keep a city as good as possible must above all 
know what pure and absolute Goodness Itself is, to 
which end they must previously know about the 
other pure and absolute Forms Themselves, to 
which end in turn they must first know mathemat¬ 
ics. Mathematics provides a bridge from the sen- 
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siblc to the intelligible world. For in mathematics 
wc draw sensible squares and triangles, and yet arc 
interested in intelligible triangles and squares. Wc 
use the visible as a suggestion of the intelligible, and 
thus arc gradually brought to the desire and power 
to study the intelligible itself, by mere words with¬ 
out accompanying visible images, as the adept 
philosopher does. 

Only those who can and will persevere the whole 
way up this path will be governors of our ideal 
city. They will by then be at least fifty years old. 
One curious consequence of this education will be 
that the rulers will dislike ruhng. They will have a 
passion for the Forms and wish to be left alone with 
them. But this is no disadvantage. On the contrary, 
the love of power makes bad rulers; and our reluc¬ 
tant rulers will nevertheless rule willingly enough, 
because they arc just men and recognize the justice 
of recompensing their city for the supreme educa¬ 
tion she has given them. Besides, they will have 
plenty of leisure to devote to their abstract philo¬ 
sophizing. 

This ideal city of Callipolis, the first surviving 
Utopia and by far the most interesting one, is con¬ 
structed in Platons splendid dialogue Republic, which 
is one of the ten best books there are. It is a work of 
his maturity, and the high point of his powers. 
Later in life he pubhshed two more dialogues on 
pohtics, and they show a change of interest. Here 
he still ajffirms that knowledge is the only right 
basis for government, that knowledge may and 
should dispense with laws, and that communal 
living is the best. But he seems to think now that 
knowledge and communal hving arc hardly ever 
practical possibihties, and therefore wc had better 
spend our efforts in finding what is best to do in 
their absence. He has no doubt that in their absence 
wc should have recourse to the reign of law. Law, 
while much inferior to the man who knows the 
Good, is much the best ruler for us ignorant and 
ill-tcmpcrcd persons; and should be sacred among 
us. So when in his old age he plans another ideal 
city, which he calls Magnesia, his account consists 
mainly in a mass of legal details, and the dialogue 
describing Magnesia is named Laws. 

Philosophy in the narrow sense is the analysis of 
conceptions; and this is mainly the invention of 
Plato’s later dialogues. We find here in abundance 
that minute concentration on our conceptions them- 
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selves, that reflection, which is also characteristic of 
English philosophy in the middle of the twentieth 
century. It is fair to write this, and it is also true that 
the later dialogues of Plato arc stimulating reflec¬ 
tion at the present day; but we must quahfy in two 
ways. First, Plato himself never became well aware 
of reflection as such; he continued to think of his 
theoretical plulosophy as a study of the w'orld rath¬ 
er than of man, as metaphysics rather than as logic 
and epistemology. Second, the results achieved are 
often not of great value; there are weary wastes of 
logical and metaphysical oddities, tiresome enough 
in Plato himself, intolerable when expounded by 
devoted interpreters. Yet it is never to be forgotten 
that these late dialogues, or rather that activity in 
the Academy of which these dialogues are an ex¬ 
pression, formed the most successful analyucal mind 
there has yet been, the mind of Aristotle. 

The best of the late dialogues are the first two, 
Parmenides and Theaeietus. The conflict of opposed 
views natural to a good dialogue is at its greatest in 
the Parmenides, which consists of two parts. The 
first appears to destroy Plato’s own theory of Forms 
with well-founded and unanswerable arguments. 
The second appears to be a formidably long and 
boring kind of metaphysical nonsense; it is de¬ 
scribed by the main speaker as “a laborious game”, 
and ends with the following words: “Let this be 
said, then; and also that, as it seems, whether one 
is or not, both itself and the others, both to them¬ 
selves and to each other, all in every way both arc 
and are not and appear and do not appeal. - Very 
true.” Whatever tliis be, a joke, or ultimate truth, 
or something between, it is a remarkable achieve¬ 
ment and has a queer value of its own. The dis¬ 
cussion of the Ideas in the first part does in fact 
amount to a pretty clear revelation of the reasons 
that make the theory impossible, and is therefore a 
fine example of candid self-criticism. It is very 
strange that the Parmenides thus contains both an 
extreme example of frankness and an extreme ex¬ 
ample of mystification. 

The Theaetetus is Plato’s most successful work in 
purely analytical plulosophy. The conceptions 
analysed are pcrc'^-ption, knowledge, subjectivity, 
truth, change, error, logos, simpUcity, and (by im¬ 
plication) definition. Plato introduces there the clas¬ 
sical comparisons of the mind to a waxen tablet and 
to a dovecote, and the classical comparison of Soc- 
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rates’ conversation to midwifery. The conclusions 
of the dialogue are mostly negative and valueless 
by themselves: “Knowledge is not perception: it is 
not true opinion; it is not even true opinion with 
logos. Error is not tliinking one thing instead of 
another, or misrclating what I see to what I know, 
or misusing the knowledge that I have; it is hard 
to sec how it can occur at all.” Nevertheless, any¬ 
one who studies and absorbs tliis dialogue will be 
greatly enlightened. 

After the Theaetetus and the Parmenides, the Soph¬ 
ist is the greatest of Plato’s late works. In outhne it 
is a series of attempts to define the sophist by succes¬ 
sive divisions of a genus, as if we defined the angler 
by dividing the genus craft, to which he belongs, 
into acquisitive and constructive craft, and placed 
the angler in acquisitive craft. We could then sub¬ 
divide acquisitive craft into acquisition by consent 
and acquisition by subjugation, and again place the 
angler in the half to wliich he belongs. If we con¬ 
tinued long enough, we should come to a class that 
was co-extensive with the angler and constituted 
a definition of him. This process of definition by 
division is prominent in the late dialogues. Plato 
appears to have hoped for a long time that it would 
supply a sure way of constructing definitions, as 
opposed to merely destroying definitions as Socra¬ 
tes’ technique had done. Aristotle, however, show¬ 
ed that there is notliing sure about the procedure; 
every step in it is merely an unsupported assertion. 
And its prominence in the late dialogues is a large 
cause of their relative unfruitfulness. 

The Sophist fortunately contains, besides six long 
divisions, a long passage of much more value. Here 
Plato resumes from the Theaetetus the puzzles in 
the notions of not-being, error, and falsehood. He 
then discovers as many puzzles in the notion of 
being. He finds difficulties both in the notion of 
being as many and in the notion of it as one only. 
He finds that in the battle of giants between mate¬ 
rialists and idealists neither side can defend itself. 
If we say that the real is what we can grasp with 
our hands, we deny the obvious facts of justice and 
wisdom and soul. On the other side, if we say that 
only the Ideas are real, we deny that the real can 
live or move or think. 

Plato beheves that he now has a solution of these 
difficulties. It consists in analysing the way in which 
wc apply many names to the same thing (whereas 


the theory of Ideas was reached by considering that 
we apply one name to many things). From the fact 
that we may call the same man both white and 
squat and short and brave he develops the doctrine 
that some pairs of things communicate with each 
other and others do not, and that some things 
communicate with every tiling but most do not. 
Among the things that communicate with every¬ 
thing are Same and Other; for everything is the 
same as itself and other than every otlier thing. But 
to be other than another thing is not to be that other 
thing. Thus otherness is a kind of not-being; and 
this kind of not-being is omnipresent, since every¬ 
thing is other than every other thing. Now this is 
a perfectly respectable kind of not-being, unlike the 
not-being that has puzzled us; for there is notliing 
queer about being other than sometliing else. This 
kind of not-being is not opposite to being but 
merely other than being. Not-being therefore firm¬ 
ly exists and has its own nature, although father 
Parmenides forbade us to say so. 

Not merely does not-being exist; it is also shared 
in by thought and statement, which therefore ad¬ 
mit of being false. That appears as follows. A sim¬ 
ple statement consists of a name followed by a verb, 
as “man learns”; and caimot consist of anything 
less complicated. It necessarily has a subject and is 
either true or false. It is false if what it says about 
its subject is other than what is about its subject. As 
it really can say, about a really existing subject, 
something really other and not so as if it were so, 
it really can be false. False statement is possible. But 
then false thought is possible; for thought is the 
same as silent internal statement. 

Once in his old age Plato returned to the ethical 
topics of Socrates and made Socrates his main 
speaker again. This was his Philehus, an ugly and 
disappointing but acute and still useful dialogue. It 
begins with a last statement of his method of divi¬ 
sion, the most puzzling and least rewarding of them 
all. It then devotes itself to what appears to be a 
solution of the problem left open many years ago 
in the Republic, namely, what is the Good? The 
Good must be perfect, adequate, and desired by all 
who know it. The main contenders for the place 
are pleasure and knowledge. No one would choose 
either alone if he could have both; but which is the 
better? Socrates develops a strange classification of 
things into the definite, the indefinite, the mixture 
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of these two, and the cause of their mixture; and 
decides that pleasure falls into the indcfmite class 
but mind falls into the cause. He then goes into a 
long and close analysis of pleasure. It is caused by 
the restoration of living substance. But there are 
also mental pleasures ot expectation. Pleasures are 
often accompanied by false opinions, and can them¬ 
selves be false. There is a neutral state of neither 
pain nor pleasure; and pleasure itself is not the 
mere absence of pain. The greatest pleasures and 
pains occur in bad states of the body or soul, not in 
good sutes of them. States of pleasure mixed with 
pain can occur in several ways. But there are also 
true and absolute pleasures. Pleasure cannot be the 
Good, because it is a genesis, and therefore exists 
for the sake of somethmg other than itself. In the 
course of this long psychological analysis of pleas¬ 
ure, Plato has some useful remarks on perception, 
memory, desire, imagination, envy, comedy and 
laughter. 

He then gives a much shorter analysis of know¬ 
ledge. He observes that some arts are more exact 
and mathematical than others. He distinguishes 
between popular and plnlosophical arithmetic. 
Dialectic is the most accurate of all the arts, though 
perhaps not the most useful. Finally the dialogue 
returns to the Good. This cannot be either know¬ 
ledge or pleasure alone, for neither of them is per¬ 
fect. It must be a mixture of the best of each of 
them, including all the sciences, and those pleas¬ 
ures that are pure and necessary. In this mixture the 
most valuable part is beauty and symmetry and 
truth, and that is the cause of its goodness. Each of 
these three is more akin to knowledge than to 
pleasure. Knowledge therefore stands nearer than 
pleasure to the Good. And we may finally announce 
the following order of value: measure, beauty, 
mind, science, pure pleasure. 

Another dialogue of Plato*s old age, the Timaeus, 
is devoted to the physical world, and offers an elab¬ 
orate cosmogony, cosmology, physics, chcimstry, 
and human physiology, pathology, and medicine, 
while at the same time declaring m the manner of 
the middle dialogues that there can be no science 
of such matters. For a long time the western world 
read only this dialogue of Plato’s, thus obtaining a 
very inaccurate impression of him. At all times, 
however, most of Plato’s readers have tended to 
take his second-best and leave two thirds of his best. 
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They have tended to take his authoritarian politics 
and his mystical religion of the Ideas with its 
inclination to unreason. But of his best they have 
taken only his hterary beauty. They have ignored 
his great lead in the analysis of conceptions, that is, 
his invention of philosophy in the narrow sense; 
and they have ignored lus magnificent ideal of rea¬ 
sonable tliinking and acting. Tliis ideal is presented 
to us in the person of Socrates; but it is presented 
only by the writings of Plato. (r.r.) 

Plotinus (205-270 A.D.), the originator of the 
plnlosophy known m modern times as neoplato¬ 
nism. He himself and his successors thought of 
themselves simply as Platonists, and believed that 
their m some ways profoundly original plnlosophy 
was no more than an exposition ot the real thought 
of Plato. We know notlnng of the race or fanuly 
of Plotinus, though the not very reliable fourth- 
century writer, Eunapius, says that he came from 
Upper Egypt. His education and cultural lack- 
ground were certainly completely Greek. Our 
first fixed date in his life is 232, when he came to 
Alexandria to study pliilosophy. He could find no 
teacher to satisfy him until he was introduced to 
Ammonius Saccas, with whom he remained for 
eleven years. Ammonius was a self-taught, non¬ 
writing philosopher and we know next to nothing 
of lus teaching, but liis influence on Plotinus and 
liis other pupils (who probably included the Christ¬ 
ian Origcn) was clearly very considerable. In 243 
Plotinus started for the East with the Emperor 
Gordian’s expedition, in the hope of learmng some¬ 
thing about Persian and Indian philosophy. But he 
never made any contact with any Eastern sages 
who may have been available, for Gordian was 
murdered in Mesopotanna m 244 and Plotinus es¬ 
caped with some difficulty to Antioch, and went 
from there to Rome. There is no evidence that at 
this or any other period in his life he acquired any 
knowledge of Indian thought. His philosophical 
background is entirely Greek. 

Plotinus spent the rest of his life at Rome teach¬ 
ing philosophy, and after ten years there began to 
write the treatises which were collected by his dis¬ 
ciple and editor. Porphyry, into the edition which 
we know as the Enneads (composed of six sets of 
nine treatises each). Porphyry also wrote his mas- 
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ter*s life (which is printed in all editions of the 
Enneads), which is our main source of information 
about Plotinus. It gwes a vivid and detailed picture 
of the man and his method of work at Rome. He 
seems to have been a person of great charm and 
nobility and character, and of an extensive and 
businesslike practical kindness of the sort which is 
not perhaps very common among pliilosophcrs. 
His method of teaching was informal, based on the 
reading of Plato and Aristotle and their com¬ 
mentators, and including a great deal of free and 
vigorous discussion of difficulties raised by mem¬ 
bers of liis audience; traces of these discussions are 
to be found in the pubhshed treatises. 

Plotinus died at the age of sixty-six after a long 
and painful illness (probably a form of leprosy), 
which he bore with courage and dignity. 

I'he plnlosophy of Plotinus, though professing 
to be an exposition of the real thought of Plato and 
owing a great deal, not only to the reading of 
Plato’s Dialogues, but to the close and critical study 
of Aristotle and of the philosophical writers, Pla- 
tonists, Pythagoreans and Aristotelians, of the cen¬ 
tury or so before his own time, is in many ways 
thoroughly original. The primary purpose of his 
teaching was to lead men (those few who were 
capable of it) back to awareness of and eventual 
union with the source from wliich they and all 
tilings came, the One or Good, which in giving 
them being gave also the impulse to return. Attain¬ 
ment of this required perfect moral purity and the 
utmost intellectual effort. Mystical union for Plo¬ 
tinus required a very soUd etliical basis and a pro¬ 
longed exercise of the intelhgcnce before it could 
be attained, though in its attainment the wise and 
good man to whom alone it is possible passes be¬ 
yond even the highest intellectual activity. Those 
who tliink tlut mysticism has nothing to do with 
virtue or intelligence arc not recommended to read 
the Bnneads. 

It is, then, to show men the way back to their 
ultimate goal, the Good, that Plotinus expounds 
his view of the nature and structure of reahty, 
which is in broad outline, as follows. The One or 
Good himself (though the terms One and Good 
arc neuter in Greek Plotinus alw'ays tends to pass 
over to the masculine pronoun in speaking of his 
First Principle) the source or first principle of being, 
is beyond all determination or limitation and so 


beyond all description or definition. Language can 
only point the w^^y towards liim without reaching 
him. Even the names of One or Good are not 
adequate descriptions of him. But though he is 
beyond the reach of language he is by no means for 
Plotinus a mere negation or abstraction. It is be¬ 
cause he is more, not less, than any conception we 
can form of him that he is beyond thought and 
language. Nor is he really remote. He is present to 
all according to their capacity to receive him, 
though few, in Plotinus* view, are capable of the 
tremendous intellectual and moral disciphne nec¬ 
essary for that adequate reception. 

From the One or Good reahty proceeds in a 
series of stages of steadily increasing multiphcity, 
limitation and separation. Its generation from the 
One is both free, in the sense of being perfectly 
spontaneous and unconstrained, and necessary in 
the sense that it is not conceivable that it should 
not happen. I'he Good caimot but be self-diffusive 
or self-communicative. This is the significance of 
the metaphor of emanation or radiation (as of hght 
from the sun) which Plotinus often uses, with full 
consciousness that it ‘is a metaphor. The whole 
process of production or generation is timeless, and 
all the stages of reahty are eternal. Even the last and 
lowest, the physical universe, is eternal as a whole, 
though in the sublunary world its individual parts 
are continually perishing and being replaced by 
others. But in the timeless process of generation, at 
each stage, two elements can be distinguished in 
thought, one in which the product proceeds from 
the producer as an unformed potentiality, the 
other in which it returns upon its source in con¬ 
templation and so is formed and actuahsed by it 
and gains in its turn (except at the last and lowest 
stage) the power to produce. This double rhythm 
of outgoing and return runs through the whole of 
Plotinus’ universe. 

The One is not being, but beyond being, and the 
source of being. In the Platonic language of Ploti¬ 
nus “being” cannot be used by itself except to de¬ 
note the sum or totahty of beings, and there is no 
such thing as indeterminate or unlimited being. 
True being for Plotinus is the first level of reality 
which proceeds from the One, the Divine Intellect 
which is also the totality of Platonic Forms or Ideas. 
In this Divine Intellect thought and its content arc 
one, and the Ideas are themselves living intelli- 
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gcnccs, so that it can be regarded as eitlier a unity- 
in-diversity of Forms or a unity-in-diversity of 
minds, each of whicl) thinks and so is the whole. In 
terms of our consciousness Intellect is the level of 
intuitive thought wliich is identical with its object 
and does not see it as in some sense external to it. 
The Forms of Intellect are, as in Plato, the arche¬ 
types of the quasi-realities of the world of the 
senses. They are finite in number, though infinite 
in productive power, Plotinus, in those of his 
writings where he considers the question most care¬ 
fully, makes an important departure from Plato in 
admitting individual as well as luiiversal Forms, a 
Form of Socrates as well as a Form of Man, an 
admission wluch he reconciles with the traditional 
doctrine that the Forms arc fmite in number by 
adopting the Stoic idea of cychc world periods, 
repeating tliemsclves endlessly in every detail. 

From Intellect proceeds Soul, the active principle 
wliich forms and orders the visible universe. Its 
characteristic intellectual activity is discursive 
thought, which docs not simply possess its content 
in itself but has to reason to it. Time is the hfe of 
the soul in this discursive motion. But Soul in 
Plotinus has a very wide range. At its lughest it is 
fully illuminated and formed by Intellect and raised 
to its level: and it has a lower phase (wluch Plotinus 
often calls Nature) which is the immanent anima¬ 
ting principle of the material universe and all ani¬ 
mal and plant hfe within it (and indeed of the hfe 
wliich Plotinus recognises in tilings wc should 
regard as inorganic). From Nature come the forms 
of bodies, the lowest and weakest of reahtics, so 
weak that they have no power of further produc¬ 
tion. All levels of soul from the lowest to the higli- 
cst are permanently present in ourseK es, and wc 
have to choose on wliich level we will hvc, wheth¬ 
er wc will remain on the level of the lower soul, 
immersed in the concerns of body, or wliether wc 
wake to the consciousness of the higher reahtics 
present in us and under the impulse and illumina¬ 
tion of the Good and Intellect purify ourselves 
moraUy and intellectually and so hve on the level 
of Intellect and at last attain to the union with the 
Good which is only possible there. 

The material universe for Plotinus is a hving 
organic whole, bound together by that universal 
sympathy in which his contemporaries, philo¬ 
sophers and magicians alike, believed. Plotinus liim- 
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self believed in the reality of magic, though, as it 
could not affect the higher life of the soul, it was 
of no importance to him. Matter itself, though it 
proceeds hkc all else from the Good, is the principle 
of evil because it is the absolute limit, the utter 
negation and deficiency of being that marks the end 
of the descent from the Good through the succes¬ 
sive levels of reality. But the material universe for 
Plotinus, though affected (at least in the regions 
below the moon; celestial matcer is not evil for 
Plotinus) by the evil of its materiality, is good and 
beautiful as a living structure of forms and the best 
possible work of soul, and Plotinus' attitude to it 
is by no means merely negative or pessimistic, as 
was that of the Gnostics whom he detested and 
vigorously attacked. 

The direct and indirect inffucnce of the thought 
of Plotinus on the Christian theologians of the 
fourth and lollowing centuries was considerable, 
as was its mffuence iatcr on the plulosophy ot 
Islam. The indirect inilucncc on Christian ihougln 
continued throughout the Middle Ages the 
West; and the publication of Ficmo's Latin trans¬ 
lation of the Enneads m 1492, and of the editio 
priticeps of the Greek text in 1580 made Plotinian 
Neoplatonism an important inffucnce on the 
thought of the Renaissance. The philosopliical 
changes of the seventeenth century led to a de¬ 
crease in the inffucnce of Plotinus; the last group of 
English plnlosophcrs who were deeply inHucnccd 
by his thought were the Cambridge Platonists. 
Since then the philosophical inffucnce of Plotinus 
has been confined to the comparatively few in¬ 
dividuals who have made the considerable effort 
required to study him seriously. (a.h.a.) 

Political philosophy has traditionally been a 
wide and amorphous subject, including witliin it¬ 
self widely different questions. Thus it is clear that 
pohtical pliilosophy must in some way include a 
consideration of the state; but widely different 
questions can be raised about it. There is the logical 
and analytical question about the meaning ot the 
word “state”, wliich may or may not be identical 
with the metaph) sical question about what sort of 
an entity the state may be; there is the question of 
the classification of types of states, as democracies, 
aristocracies, etc.; there is the question of the rela¬ 
tive merits of different types of states; thcic is the 
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question of what allegiance the individual owes to 
the state, and why. There is no doubt that all these 
questions, and others, have been thought of as part 
of political philosophy in the past and, unfortunate¬ 
ly, not even distinguished from each other often 
enough ; in particular the theoretical task of ana¬ 
lysis and classification have rarely been separated 
or even satisfactorily distinguished from the evalua¬ 
tion questions, from the time when Plato in his 
Republic defined oligarchy and democracy as pro¬ 
gressive perversions of aristocracy. There is no 
doubt that a great deal of political propaganda at a 
very general level masquerades as theoretical ana¬ 
lysis; thus Rousseau in his Social Contract purports 
to show that there can be no duty of obedience to 
law except m a very radical form of democracy, a 
view that it is unlikely that he would have held if 
he had not thought democracy to be the best form 
of political organization. It is for these reasons im¬ 
possible to give a short account of what is studied 
under tlie heading of political philosophy or to 
give a unified picture of its methods and aims. 

Probably, however, it would be agreed that the 
most central and frequently raised problems of 
pohtical philosophy have been two, to which some 
attention may be given here. First, there is the prob¬ 
lem of the ground for the duty of obedience to 
civil authority, the question why we ought to obey 
the law and the government. This question must 
be sharply distinguished from the question why 
people do in fact obey the law and the govern¬ 
ment and from the question why it is wise to obey 
them; the question why people do obey the law is 
one belonging to sociology and psychology and 
the answer is that people obey the law for all kinds 
of queer reasons as well as on more rational 
grounds; the question why it is wise to obey the 
law is one of prudence to which part of the answer 
is that it pays since otherwise we are liable to pen¬ 
alties at the hands of those who wield force supe¬ 
rior to ours; but when faced witli superior force 
we have no duty to obey for that reason - pru¬ 
dence, as Rousseau pointed out, will tell us to obey 
when we must and to disobey when we can. Poht¬ 
ical philosophy is not concerned with either the 
sociological or the prudential question but with 
the grounds of our duty of obcicnce. 

If we ask how we could ever come to have a 
duty to obey some individual the most obvious 
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answer is that we might do so by promising to do 
so; it can seem plausible to say that that is the only 
way in which we can acquire a duty of obedience 
to a private person. This is the sort of considera¬ 
tion which leads to the doctrine of the Social 
Contract as an answer to the problem of the duty 
of obedience. The theory of social contract has 
many forms having httlc more in common than 
that whoever has a duty of civil obedience has this 
duty because of a contract made to obey in consid¬ 
eration of some benefits expected to arise from 
membership of society. In Hobbes the contract is 
between all future subjects to obey some sovereign 
who is no party to any contract so long as the 
sovereign successfully protects them; in Locke 
there is a subsidiary pohtical contract between 
government and subjects which deUmits the lights 
and duties of both; in Rousseau the contract is 
between men who will constitute themselves into 
a sovereign assembly ~ the same men will be both 
sovereign and subject. The essential point which 
gives the social contract its attraction is that a duty 
of obedience in politics is explained by the simple 
and intelhgible notion of a promise. 

The social contract theory quickly comes under 
fire on the grounds that it is contrary to historical 
fact to maintain that states arc founded upon con¬ 
tract and that, even if the original members of a 
state had owed their duty to obey to a contract, 
their descendants arc not parties to and are not 
bound by such a contract. In the face of this objec¬ 
tion the contract theorist has usually fallen back on 
the notion of a tacit, imphed or virtual contract; 
it is often held, for example that by staying in the 
country and making use of the civil and social ben¬ 
efits it confers we imply a promise to obey the 
laws. To this Hume rephed in his famous essay on 
the Original Contract that this is rather like saying 
that one shanghaied on board a ship implies a 
promise to obey the captain if he docs not jump 
overboard. 

But the most serious objection to the contract 
theory is one which leads straight to the utilitarian 
theory of obedience. If it be asked why we should 
promise to obey the civil authority, Hume argued, 
the most plausible answer is that by so doing we 
help to ensure the general well-being, since civil 
order is necessary to human happiness; but in that 
case, Hume went on, the promise is superHous 



since we might just as well regard the general well 
being as the direct ground for civil obedience. 
This is the utilitarian answer to which Hume sub¬ 
scribed: it is our duty to obey because obedience 
to law and existing authority is necessary if we are 
not to fall into anarchy, to which almost any settled 
society is preferable; there is no special political 
duty of obedience, but obedience is a necessary 
means for the achievement of our moral duty to 
our fellow-men. This view is in essentials shared 
even by idealistic thinkers like T. H. Green. 

Both the social contract theory and the utilita¬ 
rian theory of the grounds of obedience go nat¬ 
urally with one particular answer to our second 
main question, that of the nature of the state. On 
both these views the state is a contrivance having 
as its Justification the well-being of the individuals 
who compose it; on the social contract theory it is 
a mere machine invented for that purpose; on 
either view the state is nothing over and above the 
individuals who compose it. But there is an alter¬ 
native view of the nature of the state, often called 
the organic theory, with which a different view of 
the duty of obedience naturally goes. On this view 
the state is a natural organic unity and man is a 
political animal in the sense that a man is essentially 
a part of a community and not an individr.al who 
may or not may combine with his fellow men; the 
state is more like a family in which father, mother 
and children have their natural roles to play, or we 
might even compare the position of the individual 
man in relation to the state to the position of the 
hand relative to the body. We cannot distinguish 
the welfare and rights of the hand from the welfare 
and rights of the body, for a hand is only a hand in 
so far as it is functioning as an clement in the unity 
of the body; nor should we try to distinguish the 
rights and welfare of the individual from the wel¬ 
fare of the state, for the ultimate welfare of the 
individual is the welfare of the political organism 
within which alone he can fully develop. Given 
this view of the state it becomes an absurd to ask 
why the citizen should obey the civil power as to 
ask why the hand should obey the will of the body ; 
indeed it is only when functioning within the state 
that the individual is truly himself, truly free. Some 
such view as this is occasionally hinted at, though 
never affirmed by Plato and Aristotle ; it became 
most popular in Germany in the early nineteenth 
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century when patriotism arising from the war 
with France, the romantic movcjncnt and the gen¬ 
eral monistic tendency of idealism led such think¬ 
ers as Hegel and Fichte to accept views of this 
type, which in their turn can easily lead to total¬ 
itarian politics in practice. 

It would be quite wrong, as was pointed out 
earlier, to think that this sketch gives a complete 
picture, or even outline, of the field of political 
philosophy; but it may serve the purpose of indi¬ 
cating the central positions from which political 
theories start and their grounds. (j.o.u.) 

Popper, Sir Karl R. (1902- ), born and educated 
in Vienna, Senior Lecturer in Philosophy at the 
University of New Zealand from 1937 to 1945, 
and later Professor of Logic and Scientific Method 
at the London School of Economics. His major 
contributions have been to the logic of science. 
Although he has never subscribed to the early 
phcnomcnalist tendencies of the Vienna Circle or 
to the instrumentahst interpretation of scientific 
theory professed by some adherents of logical em¬ 
piricism, the general orientation of his thought is 
similar to that associated with this philosophical 
movement. 

In his first book {Die Lojifik der Forschuttff, 1934, 
translated in 1959 as The Li\^ic of Discovery) Popper 
defined scientific statements to be those which 
deny that something logically conceivable is ac¬ 
tually realized. Accordingly, it is not sufficient for 
a statement to be counted as scientific that there 
may be confirmatory observational evidence for it; 
it is essential for such a statement to be capable of 
being disproved by some conceivable spatio-tem- 
porally located event which, were it to occur, 
would exemplify a possibility that the statement 
excludes. It is this feature of its statements that 
Popper thinks demarcates science from metaphys¬ 
ics. He therefore proposes an amended version of 
the relative frequency notion of probability, in 
order to make such probability statements refutable 
and so scientific; but he also outlines a conception 
of logical probability which, unlike the frequency 
notion, he believes to be relevant for the task of 
assessing evidence for a hypothesis. (See Carnap). 
In addition, the book contains a vigorous critique 
of the Baconian view of scientific procedure (which 
he calls “inductionism**). and argues that it is the 
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use of the hypothctico-dcductive method which is 
distinctive of modern science. 

Popper is perhaps better known as the author of 
The Open Society and Its Enemies (1944, second edi¬ 
tion 1950). Although it contains many reflections 
on the logic of science, the book is primarily a 
thorough-going criticism of social philosophies (in 
particular, those of Plato, Hegel and Marx) 
which minimize the efficacy of individual human 
effort and subscribe to a behef in laws of inevitable 
historical development. In opposition to such philo¬ 
sophies, Popper advocates piccc-mcal social en¬ 
gineering as the sound scientific approach to social 
problems. (e.n.) 

Positivism is the name given {a) to the doctrine 
and movement founded in the nineteenth century 
by the French philosopher Auguste Comte (1798- 
1857), and (b) to the general philosophical view of 
which Comtc*s Positivism is only one instance. 
Positivism in the broader sense (henceforth to be 
referred to in tliis article with a small p) is the view 
that since all genuine knowledge is based on sense 
experience and can only be advanced by means of 
observation and experiment, metaphysical or spec¬ 
ulative attempts to gain knowledge by reason un¬ 
checked by experience should be abandoned in 
favour of the methods of the special sciences. All 
positivists hold that the task of philosophy is to 
imderstand the methods by which the sciences are 
advanced but not to seek for any independent 
knowledge of the w'orld. They often argue that as 
soon as means have been found for advancing 
knowledge of a subject, it ceases to belong to 
philosophy and becomes a- separate science or a 
part of one. 

iTancis Bacon, who considered himself the 
“trumpeter*' of the new sciences which were be¬ 
coming detached from philosophy in the sixteenth 
and seventeenth centuries, may be regarded as the 
source both of positivism and of the name that 
was given to it in the nineteenth century. In his 
On Principles and Orij^ins (1623-24) he refers to an 
ancient legend according to which Cupid was the 
oldest of the gods and existed at the beginning of 
tilings alone with Chaos. Cupid, according to this 
myth, had no parents, and Chaos no beginning. 
Bacon interprets the absence of parents to mean the 
absence of any cause, and surmised that by “Chaos" 


was meant the ultimate matter from which all 
material things are formed. This ultimate matter, 
he wTites “is a tiling positive and inexplicable and 
must be taken absolutely as it is found, and not to 
be judged by any previous conception”. It is im¬ 
proper, he says, “to require or imagine a cause 
when we come to the ultimate force and positive 
law of nature .. . For nothing has corrupted philo¬ 
sophy so much as this seeking after the parents of 
Cupid; that is, that philosophers have not taken 
the principles of things as they are found in nature, 
and accepted them as a positive doctrine resting on 
the faith of experiences; but they have rather de¬ 
duced them from the laws of disputation, the petty 
conclusions of logic and mathematics, common 
notions, and such wanderings of the mind beyond 
the hrnits of nature”. 

Bacon here gives expression to a number of 
important items of the positivist doctrine. He re¬ 
jects the idea of “deducing” the ultimate facts of 
nature. He believes that pliilosophers should not 
attempt to wander beyond “the hniits of nature**. 
He thinks that there are ultimate facts that should 
be approached without any “previous conception”. 
He warns against a too enthusiastic search for 
causes. He says that there are ultimate facts that 
should be accepted “on the faith of experience**. 
When he applies the adjective “positive** to these 
“inexphcable*’ facts and to the doctrines based on 
them, he is not using the word in the sense in w hich 
it is opposed to “negative”, but in the sense in 
which positive religion (consisting of revealed 
doctrines, accepted by faith, and not proveable by 
reason) is opposed to natural rchgion (the doctrines 
of which are established by rational proof), or in 
which positive law (laid dowai by specific author¬ 
ities for particular populations) is opposed to 
natural law (held to be rationally apprehended and 
independent of the will of legislators). Probably as 
a result of Bacon's usage - Bacon was much ad¬ 
mired by the eighteenth-century empiricist philo¬ 
sophers both in England and in France - the 
adjective “positive” came to be applied to the 
methods of the natural sciences in respect of their 
reliance on observation and use of experiment. 
Saint-Simon, whom Comte later served as sec¬ 
retary, in his Essay on the Sciences of Man (1813) 
apphes the word “positive” to the sciences wliich 
arc based on “facts which have been observed and 
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analysed'’. The sciences which are not so based 
Saint-Simon calls “conjectural”. Comte himself 
uses the word in this sense in an article entitled 
Plan of the Scientific Works necessary for Reorganisa¬ 
tion of Society which was published under Saint- 
Simon’s auspices in 1822. He later brought it to 
full prominence in the title of his major work. 
Course on the Positive Philosophy (1830-42). Comte 
here explains that he used the word “positive” to 
emphasize his view that the function of theories is 
to co-ordinate observed facts rather than to explain 
in terms of causes. It is Comte’s “Positive Philo¬ 
sophy” which later came to be called “Positivism”, 
a name which Comte welcomed but did not him¬ 
self invent. 

Comte’s Positivism can best be understood in 
terms of his famous Law of the Three States ac¬ 
cording to which the human mind advances from 
a theological stage through a metaphysical stage to 
the final positive stage. At the theological stage the 
attempt is made to penetrate to the inner nature of 
things and to explain their behaviour in terms of 
supernatural beings. At the metaphysical stage, 
which is really only a sophisticated modification of 
the carUer one, explanations are given in terms of 
abstractions, essences or forces, which, on Comte’s 
view, are nothing but depersonalised deities, ^s ex¬ 
amples of this mode of thought Comte cites the 
physical doctrine of the ether, the chemical doctrine 
of affinities, and the biological doctrine of vital 
spirits. At the fmal, positive stage the attempt to 
penetrate to the inner nature of things and to dis¬ 
cover the origin and destination of the universe is 
abandoned. Instead, the positive thinker tries to 
establish, by means of reasonings based on obser¬ 
vations, the invariable co-existences and sequences 
of phenomena. It was Comte’s view that all the 
sciences pass through these stages, as for example, 
astronomy in its development from sun-worship 
and astrology, and chemistry in its development 
from alchemy. Like Bacon, Comte emphasised the 
enhanced power over nature that the advance of 
science brings with it. 

Comte’s Positivism, however, was much more 
than a philosophy of science and an account of in¬ 
tellectual development. Comte held that the time 
must come when human society itself is studied by 
the positive methods. He called this positive science 
“sociology” and sought to lay its foundations in the 


Course on Positive Philosophy and later writings. It 
was his view that to each of the three stages of in¬ 
tellectual development, the theological, metaphys¬ 
ical and positive, there corresponded forms of soci¬ 
ety and social outlook. There is the theological so¬ 
cial outlook in which there is respect for tradition 
and authority upheld by priestly learning. Meta¬ 
physical criticisms of the traditional doctrines 
bring with them an era of social criticism when 
such unvcrifiablc doctrines prevail as behef in nat¬ 
ural rights and the sovereignty of the people. In 
Europe this was the era ot the Reformation and the 
French Revolution. With the advance of positive 
social science the negative and sterile disputation of 
the revolutionary era would be replaced by a stable 
society where agreement is established on the basis of 
incontrovertible social knowledge. A new form of 
authority would then reside in a new spiritual pow¬ 
er consisting of men of science whose knowledge 
would enable humanity to achieve a peaceful unity 
of thought and action. In liis later years Comte 
elaborated this part of his,doctrine into a Religion 
of Humanity, of which some account is given in 
the article on Comte. Some of the most eminent of 
his early supporters such as Lirtre in France and 
George Ehot and J. S. Mill in England refused to 
follow him in this. Nevertheless, Positivist Soci¬ 
eties were estabhshed in various parts of the world 
on the model of that wliich Comte himself had 
founded in 1848. In these Humanity was the object 
of ceremonial worsliip, and sociology w'as taken as 
the warrant for sociolatry. The movement w^as par¬ 
ticularly strong in Latin America, but flourished 
for many years in England, mainly in London and 
Liverpool. Leaders ot the movement here were 
Richard Congreve, who resigned his fellowship at 
Wadham College, Oxford in 1855 in order to de¬ 
vote liimself to its promotion, and Frederick Har¬ 
rison, another fellow of that college. The Positivist 
Review, later called Humanity, was published from 
1893 until 1925. An attempt was made to revive 
Positivism in England, just after the Second World 
War. The altars are still tended, though infrequent¬ 
ly, in Paris and Rio. 

Both the theoretical side of Comte’s Positivism 
and positivism in the more general sense are nat¬ 
ural growths in the age of scientific advance. We 
have already suggested that Bacon may be regarded 
as the first positivist. He can even be regarded as 
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the forerunner of Comte’s ceremonial Positivism, 
since in The New Atlantis he writes in some detail 
of a cult of great men. Positivism has formed a part 
of the empiricist tradition in philosophy. There are 
traces of it in Locke, who held that the “real es¬ 
sence” or “internal constitution” of things (what 
Comte called the “inner nature”) was unknowable. 
When Locke said that no “science” of nature was 
possible, he was drawing a limit to the sphere of 
rational explanation in the manner of Bacon before 
him and Comte after him. It was Hume, however, 
who gave this view its most cogent expression. All 
genuine human knpwlcdgc, he argued, is concerned 
either with matters of fact or with logic and math¬ 
ematics ~ called by Hume “relations of ideas”. The 
latter kind of knowledge is certain. It has that char¬ 
acter of not being otherwise thinkable wliich philo¬ 
sophers call “necessity”. But no amount of math¬ 
ematical or logical reasoning, can, on its own, tell 
us anything about the nature of the world. Its con¬ 
clusions are, in that regard, as Bacon said, “petty”. 
Knowledge of matters of fact, on the other hand, is 
knowledge about what is in the world. To that 
extent it is not “petty”. But such knowledge can 
never have the certainty and necessity of logic and 
mathematics. We can always conceive of the facts 
of the world as different from what they actually 
are, and there is no means of proving that the w'orld 
must have been as it is. But this is just what meta¬ 
physical philosophers have tried to prove. They 
have claimed to provide knowledge of the world 
which has all the necessity of mathematics. But this 
is where there is confusion. On the one hand there 
is knowledge of matters of fact ~ of how things arc 
and which things accompany which others. And 
on the other hand there is logic and mathematics 
which are not about the world at all. All the books 
which fall into neither of these categories can con¬ 
tain nothing but “sophistry and illusion”. 

This view was very widely held in the nine¬ 
teenth century, especially by men of science. It w^as 
not, however, strongly represented in the univer¬ 
sities, where various forms of Idealist metaphysics 
prevailed. But in the twenties of the twentieth cen¬ 
tury Hume’s positivist arguments were revived 
and strengthened. It was now argued that a form 
of words that expressed neither a verifiable matter 
of fact nor a truth of logic or mathematics was 
meaningless. The field of what is meaningful con¬ 


tains only what is in principle verifiable or what is 
a mere matter of logic. This criterion excludes most 
of the things said in books on metaphysics which 
are therefore not false but without sense. This view 
is known as Logical Positivism. 

Positivism gets much of its strength from the 
contrast between the continuous and agreed pro¬ 
gress which has been achieved in the natural sci¬ 
ences since the time of Galileo, and the situation of 
deadlock and disagreement that has at all times ob¬ 
tained in metaphysical philosophy. This seems to 
suggest that in the special sciences a fruitful method 
has been employed, whereas metaphysical philoso¬ 
phers have got lost in an intellectual impasse. 
Comte and the earlier positivists argued that meta¬ 
physical problems arc beyond the power of man 
to solve. The Logical Positivists of our own day 
have argued that when verifiability is taken as a 
criterion of meaning, the problems of metaphysics 
are seen to be mere pseudo-problems which re¬ 
main unsolved not because they are difficult but 
because they have no sense. The weakness of all 
types of positivism is the assumption that there are 
facts, each distinct from every other, which ob¬ 
servation and experiment can reveal and correlate. 
When they attempt to explain what these facts arc, 
positivists give as widely different answers as the 
metaphysicians. Bacon’s “simple natures”, Hume’s 
“impressions”, and the “atomic facts” of twentieth- 
century positivists raise theoretical problems which 
are as elusive as those of self-confessed meta¬ 
physicians. (h.b.a.) 

Pragmatism. The word “pragmatism” was very 
little used in the English language, and not at all in 
philosophical contexts, until it was introduced by 
the American philosopher C. S. Peirce in 1878 as 
the name of a logical maxim for determining the 
meaning of words which he had formulated. In his 
own words, Peirce offered the rule: “Consider 
what effects, which might conceivably have prac¬ 
tical bearings, we conceive the object of our con¬ 
ception to have. Then our conception of these ef¬ 
fects is the whole of our conception of the object”; 
alternatively Peirce said that pragmatism was “the 
theory that a conception, that is, the rational pur¬ 
port of a word or other expression, lies exclusively 
in its conceivable bearing upon the conduct of life; 
so that, since obviously nothing that might not 
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result from experiment can have any direct bearing 
upon conduct, if one can define accurately all the 
conceivable experimental phenomena which the 
affirmation or denial of a concept could imply, one 
will have therein a complete definition of the con¬ 
cept, and there is absolutely nothing more in it*\ 
Thus if we wish to determine the meaning of the 
word “hard** wc should consider the experimental 
phenomena which would be implied by saying of 
sometliing that it was hard, such as that it would 
scratch most things and few would scratch it - 
which is therefore part of the meaning of “hard**. 
Undoubtedly this doctrine has, and was intended 
by Peirce to have, important consequences, such 
as that “almost every proposition of ontological 
metaphysics is either meaningless gibbeiish. . . or 
else downright absurd**. But it is important to re- 
ali7e that Peirce took “pragmatism” as a name for 
a special maxim for getting clear about the mean¬ 
ings of words and not for a complete philosopliical 
position; being a confirmed coiner of technical 
terms he w'ould have been quite as willing to sub¬ 
scribe to “synechism” and “fallibilism** as to “prag¬ 
matism**. Above all, Peirce certainly did not regard 
his pragmatic maxim as being in any w’ay a theory 
of truth but of meaning ; to him it seemed evident 
that truth consisted in correspondence b'?twccn 
statement and fact. 

But very early the word “pragmatism” was bor¬ 
rowed by other philosophers w ho gave it new and 
vaguer meanings; so much was tliis so that Peirce 
wrote that “to serve the precise purpose of express¬ 
ing the original definition, he begs to announce the 
birth of the word ‘pragmaticism*, which is ugly 
enough to be safe from kidnappers’*. The earliest 
pliilosopliers thus to borrow and distort the con¬ 
cept of pragmatism were William James, i .C.S. 
Schiller and John Dewey; what they have in 
common with each other is first and foremost a 
theory about truth which has since been regarded 
as the essence of pragmatism. In his Pragmatism 
James said that “ideas become true just so far as 
they help us to get into satisfactory relations with 
other parts of our experience” and that “ihe true is 
the name of whatever proves itself to be good in 
the way of belief”. If wc wish to find the connexion 
of this view with that of Peirce it perhaps comes 
out in the following quotation: “Pragmatism . .. 
asks its usual question. Grant an idea or belief to 
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be true”, it says, “what concrete difference will its 
being true make in one’s actual life? How will the 
truth be realised? What experiences wdll be differ¬ 
ent from those which would obtain if the belief 
were false? What, in short, is the truth’s cash-value 
in experiential terms?*”. The superficial similarity 
here to the words of Peirce is obvious but the posi¬ 
tion utterly different; the doctrine that the mean¬ 
ing of an hypothesis can be determined by con¬ 
sidering its experimental consequences is conflated 
with the doctrine that the true is the good in the 
way of belief to yield the conclusion that the true 
is what has good experimental consequences. 

The notion of pragmatism has become partic¬ 
ularly connected with this doctrine about truth, 
partly owing to the controversies between James, 
Dewey and Scliillcr on the one side and Russell 
on the other. The gravamen of Russell’s attack is 
that the pragmatists ha\'e confused the meaning of 
“true” with the criteria that wc may use for de¬ 
ciding whether a belief is true and have thereby 
surrendered to an irrationalist position; two cfhis 
most important articles arc *^Pragmatism” and 
“James’s Conception of Truth” which arc printed 
in PhiJosophica! Es<!ays. Largely as a result of Russell’s 
attacks Dewey simply abandoned the use of the 
word “true” and claimed that it could be adequate¬ 
ly replaced by a notion of “Warranted asscrtibil- 

Lying behind tliis view about truth is the con¬ 
viction of Janies and Scliillcr that everything must 
be understood in the light of human purpose, in¬ 
cluding thought; thoughts are but tools by which 
human beings try to achieve ends and they must be 
judged by their efficiency in subserving these ends; 
thus beliefs arc tools for dealing with experience 
and must be judged as such. From this “pragmat¬ 
ism” has come to be a name for any position which 
lays emphasis on results as a test of satisfactoriness. 
Though there are many philosophers still who 
would acknowledge a great debt to Peirce, James 
and Dewey, few would regard “pragmatism” as 
being longer the name of a hving philosopliical 
position. Certainly the sense which Peirce, its in¬ 
ventor, gave to the word “pragmatism” is now 
obsolete except in Iiistorical discussion of Peirce. 

(j.o.u.) 

Predestination, see Freedom of the Will, Deter- 
minism. 
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Pre-Socratics. The term “Pre-Socratics” is used 
of a dozen or so of the earliest Greek thinkers, 
down to the time of Socrates, who attempted to 
define the constitution of the world and the nature 
of reality. They range from Thales, active in the 
carlysixth century B.C., to Democritus in the latter 
part of the fifth. The earliest Pre-Socratics came 
from Ionia, the Greek colonization area in the 
centre of the west coast of Asia minor. City-states 
like Miletus were materially prosperous in the first 
half of the sixth century B.c. and in close contact 
through trade with the foreign cultures of Egypt 
and Lydia (and so with Babylonia) as well as with 
the Greek colonies of the Black Sea and the west. 
In addition, Ionia was itself heir to an old literary 
culture going back beyond Homer. These were 
conditions which encouraged, though they do not 
altogether explain, the surge of speculative thought 
in Miletus, Ephesus, Colophon and Samos. The 
interest in philosophy soon spread overseas; Py¬ 
thagoras migrated from Samos to one of the Greek 
colonies of Southern Italy, while Xenophanes 
wandered all over the Greek world. Parmenides 
and Zeno were natives of Elea in south-west Italy; 
Empedocles belonged to Acragas in Sicily. Thus 
most of the Prc-Socratics belonged cither in the 
cast or the west of the Greek world, and Athens 
became involved only when Anaxagoras moved 
there from Ionia in the seventies of the fifth cen¬ 
tury B.c. 

In spite of their differences from each other the 
Pre-Socratics form a logical, not merely a chron¬ 
ological, category. Socrates turned Greek spec¬ 
ulative thought in a totally new direction by re¬ 
jecting physics and concentrating on ethical ques¬ 
tions. Except for the Sophists, in whose tradition 
Socrates in this respect belonged, earlier philosophoi 
or “lovers of wisdom” had subordinated human 
problems to the assessment of external physical 
reality. Thus those whom we term Pre-Socratics 
were called by Aristotle “investigators of nature”, 
physiologoi: for they studied the physis, the nature or 
constitution, of things as a whole. Many of them 
had more specialized physical interests too; indeed 
some of the earlier ones, like the Milesians Thales 
and Anaximander, were men of many-sided in¬ 
telligence who won fame with their contemporaries 
not for their theoretical accounts of reality, which 
in some cases may have been of only incidental 


importance even to their authors, but for their abil¬ 
ity to solve practical problems like the measure¬ 
ment of the distance of a ship at sea, the transport 
of an army over a river, or the accurate delimita¬ 
tion of the seasons. All the Pre-Socratics tried to 
describe the nature of the heavenly bodies; some, 
Thales and Pythagoras most conspicuously, had 
special mathematical interests apart from astron¬ 
omy; Empedocles, Anaxagoras and Diogenes of 
Apollonia were concerned with medicine and em¬ 
bryology; and most of them seem to have attacked 
notorious natural problems like the causes of earth¬ 
quakes, of rainbows, of magnetism, or of the flood¬ 
ing of the Nile. It is important not to overlook tliis 
strong practical interest, combined as it surprisingly 
was with a quite unempirical dogmatism when it 
came to dealing with larger problems of the nature 
of the world. What gave these men the right to be 
considered as philosophers, unlike the other astron¬ 
omers, geographers and doctors who were active 
especially in the latter half of the period, was their 
common assumption that the world possessed some 
kind of integral unity and determinability which 
could be understood and explained to others in 
rational terms. 

The first part of this assumption can be seen in 
earlier quasi-mythological cosmogonies and theo- 
gonics; but it was the treatment of these problems 
in straight forward descriptive terms and the ce- 
jection of personification that gave Thales and his 
successors, for later Greeks as for us, the title of 
“pliilosopher”. 

Although they abandoned much of the myth¬ 
ological language, the Pre-Socratics continued to 
be aflcctcd at certain points by inherited pre- 
philosophica! assumptions. Thales, in declaring that 
all things came from water, was probably giving 
rationalistic expression to a partly mythopoeic 
Egyptian idea, paralleled also in Babylonia, that 
the world had arisen from Nun the goddess of 
primeval waters; though this was itself a reflexion 
of the annual rc-appcarancc of the earth as the Nile 
recedes. A more important debt to myth appears 
in the central presupposition that the world is co¬ 
herent and intelligible, is somehow a unity in spite 
of the diversity of its appearances. This presupposi¬ 
tion formulated itself in the anthropomorphic ge- 
netical tendencies of traditional mythology. Thus in 
the Hcsiodic Theogony, a poem put together per- 


234 



haps in the early seventh century b.c., the family of 
gods is traced back to the very beginning of the 
world, when Gaia, mother earth, together with the 
different parts of the underworld, appears as the 
first distinct cosmological entity out of an orig¬ 
inative gulf called Chaos (which means, not con¬ 
fusion, but simply “gap’*)- At the same time Eros 
or sexual love, the anthropomorphic motive for 
further differentiation, comes on the scene. Gaia 
gives birth to the male sky-god, Ouranos, also to 
mountains and the inner seas; then sky-god and 
earth-goddess mate together to produce the en¬ 
circling river that connects them,Okeanos. Further 
generation takes place from these same parents; 
according to other accounts rain is the seed of sky 
which fertilizes earth so as to produce plants and 
crops. This quasi-rnythological cosmogony is com¬ 
plicated by confusions produced by the synthesis 
in the Theoqony of several different versions. A 
cruder and more completely mythopocic story 
which occurs later in the poem, according to which 
Ouranos lies continuously with Gaia and refuses to 
allow her to bring forth offspring until he is mu¬ 
tilated by Kronos, probably represents a more 
primitive version by which the original chaos or 
gap was that produced by the initial separation of 
earth and sky. At all events the myiliologi.''al idea 
that different components of the world arc con¬ 
nected with deities who have a traceable ancestry, 
as human beings have, led on to the view that the 
world as a whole can be derived from a single 
ancestor or pair of ancestors - for example earth, or 
earth and sky. This assumption of a gcnctical unity 
in the world, determinable by the description of a 
possible lineal descent of plural world-constituents 
from a single cosmogoiiical agent, deeply affected 
the earlier Pre Socratics, who for the Gaia or Chaos 
of Hesiod substituted a single originative material 
like the water of Thales or the air or mist of Anaxi¬ 
menes. Even where cosmogony was rejected - as 
for example by Heraclitus, who declared that tliis 
world-order w'as made by neither gods nor men, 
but had existed always - the assumption of an es¬ 
sential unity and determinability in the world was 
retained. This important general presupposition, 
the reasons for which were not discussed by the 
Greeks themselves, w’as presumably also due in part 
to the observation of natural regularities, ot the 
sun, the seasons and so on, which encouraged the 
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comfortable belief that the world worked in ac¬ 
cordance with laws not completely unlike those 
w'hich ordered human societies. The narrowTr view 
of the main natural constituents as divine people 
with a single remote ancestor was a more specialized 
manifestation of tliis anthropomorphic approach. 

The survival of anthropomorphism can also be 
seen in the devices used by some Pre-Socratics to 
account for the ultimate source of physical change. 
The Eros or sexual love of Hesiod found its counter¬ 
part in the idea of legal retribution in Anaximander, 
of war or strife in Heraclitus, or of love and strife in 
Empedocles. Indeed, less primitive tliitikers have 
had to fall back on metaphor here; for example 
Aristotle used Eros to explain how the Prime Mover 
can move without being moved. Two other 
points at w'hich th(‘ Prc-Socratics were influenced 
by inherited prc-pliilosophical assumptions were in 
their conceptions of divinity and of the soul. To a 
large extent they had abandoned the traditional 
Olympian pantheon. Yet they all retained the idea 
that what was all-powerful and indestructihlr was 
divine; thus the Milesians seem to have applied 
this description to their primary kjnd.s of matter. 
As for soul, its constitution was largely ignored by 
the earliest Prc-Socratics; but for the Pythagoreans, 
Heraclitus and Empedocles it served as a physical 
link betwTcn man and the outside world. These 
thinkers were here reinterpreting the popular idea 
that the soul is related to aithrr, the material of the 
pure upper air and of the stars. At the same time 
confu-sion was caused in Pre-Socratic psychology by 
the failure to distinguish perception and intelligence 
or mind; here the effects arc evident of the in¬ 
fluential but inconsistent treatment of soul in Ho¬ 
mer, where psyche meant sometimes life-stuff, some¬ 
times consciousness-stuff, and sometimes intelli¬ 
gence. 

Before summarising the main dc\ elopmcnts of 
Prc-Socratic thought it must be emphasized that 
our knowledge of these thinkers is very incom¬ 
plete. We do not possess anytliing like the intact 
works of any Prc-Socratic. What we have is in the 
form of short isolated fragments, varying in length 
from one word -o a few sentences, which have 
survived through being quoted by later authors of 
antiquity. Of the Milesians there is almost nothing 
- a phrase or a sentence of each; of Pythagoras 
nothing ; of Heraclitus just over a hundred genuine 
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sayings, mostly very short (the longest consists of 
fifty-five words). There remain about one hundred 
and fifty hexameter lines of Parmenides, about 
three hundred and forty of Empedocles; this, little 
as it is, may have formed something over a third of 
the original works, wliich were probably quite 
brief. Of Anaxagoras we possess about a score of 
fragments amounting to approximately a thousand 
words in all; these form probably not less than an 
eighth and not more than a half of his original 
book. Of Democritus, known to have been an ex¬ 
tremely prolific writer, only between two and 
three hundred fragments survive, nearly all of an 
ethical character and largely irrelevant to liis more 
unusual physical theories. Extracts from original 
works are, of course, only one source of informa¬ 
tion about the ideas of a dead thinker, and we rely 
heavily for our knowledge of the Pre-Socratics 
upon summaries and commentaries made by 
historians of thought in ancient times. Thus 
Plato himself made brief incidental judgments, 
many of them of a humorous or ironical kind, 
upon some of his predecessors - Heraclitus, 
Parmenides and Anaxagoras in particular. Plato 
seems to have taken Pythagoreanism seriously, 
but used most of the other Pre-Socratics as 
symbols for various kinds of wrong-headedness. 
Aristotle, on the other hand, believed in the sys¬ 
tematic assessment of his predecessors. The Pre- 
Socratic physicists were of special interest because, 
in spite of grave misunderstandings of causation, 
they seemed to him to have been making what he 
called “lisping*’ but not valueless attempts to ex¬ 
press the truths which he revealed. There has been 
dispute between twentieth-century critics about 
the value of Aristotle’s detailed opinions on his 
early predecessors. It has certainly been demon¬ 
strated that he was capable on many occasions of 
seriously distorting their views, not intentionally 
but through a lack of historical objectivity and be¬ 
cause he was looking at the Pre-Socratics from the 
avowed standpoint of his own philosophy. At the 
same time Aristotle’s information and judgments 
arc always valuable and often indubitably correct; 
and they can only be safely rejected in those cases 
where we possess reliable contrary evidence, which 
for the most part can be provided only by relevant 
original fragments, and where in addition his mo¬ 
tives for distortion can be detected. 


The correct assessment of Aristotle’s judgments 
is particularly important because virtually all sub¬ 
sequent ancient accounts of the Prc-Socratics were 
strongly influenced by him. The chief source of 
information for later writers was The Opinions of 
the Physicists, a history compiled by Aristotle’s col¬ 
league Theophrastus as part of the great Peripatetic 
encyclopaedia of knowledge. But Theophrastus 
himself, although on many points he seems to have 
checked original sources, was also heavily influ¬ 
enced by Aristotle’s opinions, wliich are some¬ 
times reproduced in words seen to be borrowed 
from Aristotle’s Physics and Metaphysics. In many 
cases he seems to have been unable to ascertain dis¬ 
puted points, no doubt partly because not all the 
Prc-Socratics were still readily available in their 
own words. Indeed, although the Greeks them¬ 
selves assumed that each Pre-Socratic (though not 
Pythagoras) wrote at least one book, to which they 
usually assigned the stock title “On Nature”, it is 
doubtful whether some of the earlier ones pro¬ 
duced writings that achieved wide currency even in 
their own time. They perhaps relied more on oral 
propagation, and the extracts from Heraclitus, no¬ 
tably, arc primarily framed as oral apophthegms. 
Even when Prc-Socratic books were available their 
often metaphorical and poetical language did not 
always meet with sympathetic interpretation from 
the scientist Theophrastus. Thus his history, even 
if it had survived entire, would itself require much 
interpretation and modification, and even then 
would often not take us back beyond Aristotle; but 
except for a section on sensation it too exists only 
in fragments. Fortiuiatcly an unknown Stoic in 
the second century B.c. made a summary of it ; tliis 
was recopied and expanded by one Aetius three or 
four hundred years later, and his work has been 
reconstructed from extracts in two slightly later 
extant writers. One more source must be men¬ 
tioned: the Neoplatonist Simplicius is of great im¬ 
portance because, although he lived a thousand 
years after the Pre-Socratics, he found it desirable 
for the purposes of his commentaries on two trea¬ 
tises of Aristotle to set out the views of some of 
Aristotle’s predecessors in their own words; for by 
his time many of the Pre-Socratic writings, and 
even the later summaries of them, had become ex¬ 
tremely rare. To him, then, we owe in particular a 
great proportion of what we possess of the original 
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words of Parmenides, Empedocles, Anaxagoras, 
and Diogenes of Apollonia. 

Of the chronology and biography of the Pre- 
Socratics we ate also imperfectly informed. For a 
crucial hundred years between the rise of the Soph¬ 
istic movement and the foundation of the Lyceum 
they did not greatly interest most Greeks. Aristotle 
was interested in their ideas, not in their personal 
lives; so it was left to the mendacious Alexandrian 
biographers, from the third to the first century B.c. 
to produce such dubious stories as that Heraclitus 
buried himself in dung or that Empedocles cast 
himself into Mount Etna. A few plainer facts have 
survived, which depend upon more reputable 
sources. Most of the chronological information, 
too, goes back to a more respectable but still largely 
speculative side of Alexandrian learning. Sotion 
classified the Prc-Socratics into eastern and western 
schools and, following Theophrastus, related them 
to each other as master and pupil. Then the chron- 
ographer Apollodorus left a standard account, in 
verse, of the dates and opinions of philosophers 
and others; he assumed that each tliinkcr’s period 
of greatest activity came at the age of forty, which 
he made to coincide with the nearest of a scries of 
epochs or dated historical events. Further, a pupil 
was regularly made forty years younger *'han his 
putative master. Fortunately we know a few objec¬ 
tive dates by wliich to check Apollodorus: for ex¬ 
ample the eclipse predicted by Thales must have 
been that of 585 B.c., and Mclissus, the follower of 
Parmenides, was Samian admiral against Athens in 
441 B.c. In general the Apollodoran dating, though 
over-schematic, seems to be roughly reliable. 

The ancient distinction between East-Grcck and 
West-Greck schools is useful up to a point. The 
westerners were less purely materialistic m their 
search for unity, indeed the Eleatics rejected the 
sense-world altogether. In Pythagoras and Empe¬ 
docles there was a mystical or rehgious trend that 
would not have been tolerated in the more matter- 
of-fact, if no less dogmatic, atmosphere of eastern, 
Ionian thought. But there arc many exceptions: 
Pythagoras was an Ionian by upbringing, though 
he moved to southern Italy; the Ionian Heraclitus 
discovered unity in structure rather than material; 
Mehssus, though a follower of Parmenides, was an 
Ionian from Samos. Apart from the Sicilian Empe¬ 
docles, the post-Eleatic pluralists mostly came from 
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the eastern end of the Greek world (for example, 
Anaxagoras, and the Atomists Leucippus and De¬ 
mocritus) and tended to revert to traditional Ionian 
explanations of detailed cosmological phenomena. 

Thales and Ins two successors, Anaximander and 
Anaximenes, are sometimes grouped together as 
“the Milesians”. They considered that the unity 
wliich they assumed to exist in the world was to be 
found in the material of which the world was made 
or from which it had origmated. Thales thought 
this material to be water. Aristotle, unfortunately 
vague here, wrote as follows: “Thales. . . says that 
it [namely the element and first principle of exist¬ 
ing things] is water - and therefore declared that 
the earth is on water - perhaps taking his supposi¬ 
tion from seeing the nurture of all things to be 
moist. . Now Thales may have been affected 
by this and similar observations, but his primary 
stimulus for the choice of water was probably the 
Near-eastern story that the world arose frt'm a 
great surrounding flood. He was undoubtedly 
interested in Egypt and also had opporturhtics, 
through Sardis, for contact with the Babylonian 
records on which his most famous exploit, the 
prediction of an eclipse during a particular year, 
must have depended. Unfortunately it is hard to 
tell how’^ far Thales carried the theories that he 
founded on Near-eastern empiricism. Was the 
unity of the world simply based, in the old genctical 
manner, on a distant origin from a single parent, 
namely water? Or is the world still somehow 
made of w'atcr? Aristotle naturally assumes the 
latter, since it fits his own idea of a persistent mater¬ 
ial substrate. Probably Thales did not distinguish 
very clearly between the alternatives; if things 
came from water, they must still be watery in a 
way -• after all they arc still supported and sur¬ 
rounded by an indefinite water) mass. Nor, pro¬ 
bably, did he specify precisely how' the world as¬ 
sumes its present diversity. According to Aristotle 
he declared that all things are full of gods, and that 
magnetic stone must possess soul because it can 
move iron. If, then, apparently inanimate things 
like stone possess soul and therefore life, then the 
world as a whole .night seem to be interpenetrated 
with soul or life, which because of its immense 
power and scope must be divine and so could 
cause the development of the present plurality. 

Anaximander was somewhat younger than 
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Thales, whom he must have known. I Ic seems to 
have felt that if the originative stuff were identical 
with a present world-component like Thales* wa¬ 
ter, then the other components, for example fire, 
which is in many ways opposed to water, could not 
have asserted their identity. Anaximander accepted 
the idea of the single originative material, divine 
and all-encircling, but called it “the Indefinite’* - 
implying that it was both boundless in extent and 
not identical with any namcable constituent of our 
world. Cosmogony took place when a nucleus 
that produced fire and dark mist separated off from 
the Indefinite. I’he mist solidified at its centre into 
earth, and was surrounded by a ball of flame which 
burst to form the heavenly bodies. These were 
wheels of flame encased in mist, each shining out 
through a single aperture. The eartli, a broad flat- 
topped cyhndcr, stays in its place because it is equi¬ 
distant from everything else - a brilliant advance 
on the idea of Thales or Anaximenes that the earth 
floats on water or air. Within the world things are 
divided into mutually opposed substances like heat 
and cold, winter and summer, day and night, the 
interactions of which are both motivated and regu¬ 
lated by a sociological metaphor: first they encroach 
on and then they “pay penalty and retribution 
to each other for their injustice according to the 
assessment of Time”. (The anthropomorpliism 
here may lie partly in the language; but the use of 
traditional poetical language and the absence of an 
abstract vocabulary was a constant brake on philo¬ 
sophical development at this period.) The cosmo¬ 
logical regularity was derived from the divine Inde¬ 
finite substance itself, which thus transmitted its 
unity to the developed world. 

In the next generation Anaximenes reverted to 
the concept of a specific cosmogonical substance: 
air/mist (aer in Greek) or breath. The objection 
probably felt by Anaximander was overcome by 
the important idea that the originative stuff can 
take on other forms, and so turn into the other 
materials of our world, by condensation and rare¬ 
faction - by variation of its amount in any one 
place. This explanation of physical change, which 
was confirmed, though wrongly, by the observa¬ 
tion that the temperature of exlialcd breath varies 
with the compression of the mouth, succeeded in 
making material monism logically feasible for the 
first time. The consequent cosmogony and cosmo¬ 
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logy were not too implausible; for mist, as Thales 
may have observed of water, seems to permeate 
many changes in Nature - rarefied, it turns into 
fire (for Ughtiung bursts out of cloud), condensed, 
it becomes earth by way of water, which seems to 
turn into earth, for example when the sea recedes. 
But Anaximenes* choice of basic substance was not 
entirely scientific; for tlic cosmic material, also 
called “breath**, was likened by him to the human 
soul, often associated with breath, and so had a 
vital, kinetic, directive power in die world. Thus 
the motive of change was still largely anthropo¬ 
morphic. 

In Anaximenes* maturity, around 535 B.C., 
Pythagoras migrated from Samos to Italy and 
established there an exclusive semi-religious, semi- 
philosopliical society. He wrote nothing liimself, 
and assessment of him is particularly precarious. 
He taught that the soul migrates from one body 
and species to another; consequently all living 
things are akin, and abstinence from meat, as well 
as other taboos, had to be observed. In common 
with those known as Orphics he believed that the 
soul must be kept pure. An important means of 
purification was music. Here the mystical and sci¬ 
entific trends hnk up; for Pythagoras discovered 
by the experiment of stopping a smgle string diat 
the musical scale is numerical - that the major 
harmonic intervals can be expressed in ratios of 
whole numbers. If music, which is related to soul, 
is numerical, then the whole world must somehow 
be numerical too; Pythagoras’ followers, develop¬ 
ing this typically over-bold induction, seem to 
have assigned concrete bulk (still assumed to be the 
mark of existence) to the points which, as units, 
both made up numbers and delimited lines, planes, 
and volumes ; so that physical objects, composed as 
they were of determinable geometrical shapes, 
could be resolved into sums of concrete unit- 
points. Further, the world could be analysed into 
ten pairs of opposites, of which the archetype was 
limit and the unlimited. These were the elements 
of number, too: odd numbers are limited, even 
numbers (because they can be halved ad itifinitum) 
unlimited. The world came into being when the 
unit as limit drew in the unlimited and subjected it 
to various determinations. Most of these ideas were 
probably later than Pythagoras; but the master 
himself had ascribed special importance to the dec- 



adc, ?nd there is no reason to remove from him the 
famous theorem associated with liis name. It may 
have been a follower, though, who drew the full 
damaging implication from the consequent irra¬ 
tionality of the diagonal: that some natural lengths, 
all of which should be composed of unit-points, 
could r.ot be expressed in terms of whole numbers 
at all. 

Pythagoras* longer-lived coeval Xenophanes, 
likewise an emigrant from Ionia, devoted much of 
his poetry to attacking the traditional Homeric de¬ 
scription of the gods - both their immortality and 
the very basis of their anthropomorphism: for each 
species should on this view envisage gods in their 
own shape, wliich seemed absurd. Xenophanes put 
in their place a single, motionless god who “shakes 
all things by the thought of his mind”. This idea of 
a divine, intellectual source of change may have 
affected Empedocles and Anaxagoras; Iris destruc¬ 
tive rationalism was probably more generally in¬ 
fluential. Apart from attacking anthropomorphism 
he appears to have parodied the exaggeration and 
dogmatism of Ionian physical theories by such 
suggestions as that the sun continues each day in a 
straight line. Althcnigh not primarily interested in 
physics, and a profes.scd sceptic over the acquisition 
of certain knowledge, Xenophanes is not without 
scientific importance, since he used the testimony 
of marine fossils found inland to show that the 
earth must once have been mud - a rare use at this 
period of rational inference from a well-testified 
and correctly assessed observation. 

Further modifications of the Milesian approach 
were made by Hcrachtus, active in Ephesus prob¬ 
ably around 510-480 B.c. Pliilosophically as well as 
socially an extreme individualist, he undermined 
the genctical conception by abandoning cosmo¬ 
gony and stating that the unity of things was to be 
found in their essential structure or arrangement 
rather than their material. This common structure 
or Logos, which was not superficially apparent, was 
chiefly embodied in a single kinetic material, fire. 
It was responsible both for the regularity of nat¬ 
ural changes and for the essential connexion of op¬ 
posites- for Heraclitus adopted this traditional ana¬ 
lysis of diflferentiation - through balanced inter¬ 
action. The regularity underlying change was for 
Heraclitus the significant thing, but like die Greek 
poets he also emphasized the ubiquity of change 
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(and was con.sequently subjected to exaggerated 
interpretation, see Cratylus), which he termed 
strife or war; for without reaction between op¬ 
posites and world-masses the Logos and the unified 
cosmos would cease to exist. Plnlosophy was not a 
game: knowledge of physics was ethically essen¬ 
tial, for man is part of his environment; Ins soul, 
which in its unadulterated state is a kind of fire, is 
connected through sensation and breathing with 
the fiery Logos-comtituent^ the outside world. 
Tliis enabled understanding to be distinguished 
from mere perception. 

Development of these fruitful ideas was inter- 
riipted by a plulosophical explosion on the other 
side of the Greek world. Parmenides wrote a poem 
claiming that we can only meaningfully say of any¬ 
thing that “it is”. The predicate “is not*’ is literally 
nonsense: not-bcing is impossible, inexpressible, 
and inconceivable. Since not-bemg was equated at 
this time with empty space, there could be no 
movement; hut Parmerndes rejected change on 
metaphysical rather than physical grounds, since 
any change involved its subject in not-heing what it 
was before. This confusion between existential and 
predicative “is” was not cleared up until Plato. 
From the single premise “it is’* Parmenides pro¬ 
ceeded to the conclusion that reality or “being” is 
homogeneous, motionless, solid, and indivisible. 
“Since there is a furthest limit, it [namely Being] 
is bounded from every side, hke the mass of a well- 
rounded sphere*’; he was still obliged to use mate- 
riahstir language, and would no doubt, if pressed, 
have said that his reality wa.s concrete. From now 
on, however, there was a gradual development of 
more abstract language winch could attribute to 
the new and odd kinds of philosophical reality a 
status different from that of phenomena. Parmen¬ 
ides, ignoring 1 Icraclitus here, .seems to Jiave started 
from the old problem of how an initial unity can 
turn into a plural world. His emphasis on “limit” 
suggests that he was dehbcratciy rejecting the “un¬ 
limited” component of Pythagorean dualism. 
His follower Zeno of Elea, too, is thought by many 
to have directed his paradoxes (which show that 
space is continuous, not composed of discrete 
points) against the Pythagorean view of matter. A 
curious and professedly “deceitful” appendix, in 
vrhich Parmenides outlines a cosmology based not 
on one but on two substances, probably reflects, as 
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well as some reaction against Pythagoreanism, his 
doubts over rejecting the world of manifest expe¬ 
rience. Certainly it gives a hint that pluralism is a 
possible escape from his dilemma. 

To meet this dilemma Empedocles posited no less 
than four “roots** or permanent kinds of matter: 
fire, water, earth (Heraclitus* world-masses), to¬ 
gether with air, the concrete existence of which 
Empedocles had now confirmed by special observa¬ 
tions. To these were added two kinetic agents, 
Love and Strife - motives of attraction and repul¬ 
sion which, anthropomorphic as they obviously 
are, were described concretely as “equal in length 
and breadth*' to the four roots. The different sub¬ 
stances in Nature, apart from unmixed earth, water, 
and so on, were compounds of roots welded to¬ 
gether by tlie admixture of Love. Empedocles felt 
obliged to propose a uniform stage of existence - 
not a true cosmogonical origin, which might imply 
illegitimate “becoming”, but a recurrent period in 
a cycle - in which all things are mixed by Love m 
a homogeneous mass equivalent to Parmenides’ 
“sphere” of Being. Only Strife, by coming some¬ 
what obscurely to “the lowest depths of the vor¬ 
tex”, is excluded. Then, by the gradual intrusion of 
Strife, the roots begin to separate into different 
combinations, until eventually Love is excluded in 
turn and Strife has separated the roots into isolated 
masses. A world could only be formed in one of 
the two intermediate stages between the total dom¬ 
ination of Love or Strife; our world belongs to the 
stage when Strife is increasing. Each intermediate 
cosmological stage produces different stages of 
animal evolution, causing monsters and bisexual 
creatures as well as the more efiicient species of our 
present world Sensation can be valid, since it is 
caused by material effluences from objects entering 
pores in the sense-organs: earth is perceived by 
earthy components in the body, fire by fire, as in 
vision, and so on. Empedocles also wrote a more 
mystical poem called “Purifications”, according 
to which the soul, originally divine, is polluted by 
Strife and cast into the world of opposites; after 
successive incarnations it may purify itself and 
regain the realms of Love. 

Anaxagoras, like Empedocles active around the 
middle of the fifth century b.c., similarly main¬ 
tained that physical change, being merely the ag¬ 
gregation and dispersion of dift'erent kinds of per¬ 


manently-existing matter, did not imply that 
“what is” must turn into the vicious “what is not”. 
But for him these kinds of matter were not four 
or six, but as many as there were different natural 
substances. Originally these were all mixed togeth¬ 
er in a sort of Parmenidcan One; then the motive 
substance, now described as Mind, and as “subtlest 
of all objects and purest”, started a rotation and so, 
by separation and re-aggregation, a cosmogony. 
Objects in the world are compounded of lumps or 
particles called “seeds”. There is “a portion of 
everything in everything” - a portion, probably, 
of every natural substance (except Mind, which 
only exists in some things) in every seed. Each seed 
possesses the apparent character of the portion that 
predominates. Thus the original unity is preserved 
in the developed world, and yet evident alterations 
can be explained by exchanges in the ratio of the 
portions between different seeds. Anaxagoras ar¬ 
gued against both the Pythagoreans and the Elcatic 
Zeno that matter is infinitely divisible, but evident¬ 
ly did not notice the incompatibility of this prin¬ 
ciple with “a portion of everything in everything”. 
At all events his theory, though complicated and 
in places self-refuting, preserved appearances with¬ 
out contradicting the Elcatic premise; it further 
avoided the difficulties of Empedocles’ cychcal 
scheme, and the objection that the formation of 
natural substances out of Empedoclean “roots” did 
seem to involve coming-to-be of a kind. 

It was at about this time that the Sophists, profes¬ 
sional teachers of wisdom, made themselves felt. 
They believed that the current physical systems and 
the Elcatic rejection of the phenomenal world were 
cither over-complicated or absurd or both, and 
were in any case irrelevant to practical hfe and 
quite unconfirmed by evidence. Protagoras and 
Gorgias, the most important of them, uught that 
knowledge of the constitution of the world lay 
outside human reach, that man should assess things 
on the basis of his own individual experience. Yet 
there now appeared a much simpler physical ex¬ 
planation of the world and its changes: Atomism, 
a system originated perhaps around 440-430 B.c. 
by Leucippus, of whom we know very little, and 
elaborated by Democritus. (It was also, of course, 
later adopted by Epicurus and expounded by 
Lucretius.) The Atomists began by denying the 
Elcatic implication that empty space, the void, 
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cannot exist. There is not-bcing, in this sense. In 
addition there is homogeneous, solid matter, which 
is not continuous (as was Parmenides* Being) but is 
contained in an infinite number of indivisible, and 
also invisible, atoms. Reality consists, then, in 
atoms and the void. The atoms are constantly in 
motion, because of their collisions with and re¬ 
bounds from each other; no metaphorical cause of 
motion was needed. They differ only in position 
and shape; sometimes atoms of different shapes get 
cauglit up with each otlier to form complexes. A 
world arises when collisions and rebounds in an 
isolated group of atoms happen to start a vortex, 
wliich causes heavy complexes of atoms to go to 
the centre, liglu ones to the circumference. Man 
himself is a complex of atoms and his soul is made 
of mobile spherical ones. Leucippus adapted the 
Empedoclean theory of sensation: objects emit 
effluences, “membranes** of atoms which, some¬ 
times distorted in passage, make physical contact 
with the atoms of the sense-organ and then of the 
soul. It follows that there are no real qualities: 
appearances arc secondary (but not therefore 
negligible; Democritus had a developed ethic, 
aimed at moral well-being), and in reality there are 
only atoms and void. Thus Atomism simultaneous¬ 
ly fulfilled the conditions of Eleatic logic and the 
aims of Milesian material monism. Entirely an a 
priori construction, it has almost nothing in 
common with contemporary atomic theory, 
though this itself has grown out of Gassendi*s 
direct revival of Dcmocritcan atomism. 

Various other theories of an eclectic nature were 
propounded from the mid-fifth-century b.c. on¬ 
wards: by Hippon, for example, and Archelaus. 
Cratylus exaggerated Hcraclitcanism by holding 
that everything is in flux all the time, while Dio¬ 
genes of ApoUonia produced an unusually coher¬ 
ent old-style monistic system in which air is basic 
substance, with warm air as divine and intelligent, 
directing all things for the best. This was the kind 
of teleology that Socrates wanted; but Socrates 
rejected physics and concentrated on ethics and the 
soul - soul or mind being the obvious teleological 
agent in his still anthropomorphic view. In many 
ways the Socratic reaction, aided by the Sophists 
and by current anthropological, medical and social 
ideas, brought physical speculation to a depressing- 
ly sudden halt; but by his interest in definitions 


Socrates initiated a deeper study of logic, without 
which philosophy could make no further real 
progress. 

The Prc-Socratics, who for the most part made 
little appeal to their lay contemporaries, plainly 
had great influence on their philosophical succes¬ 
sors: negatively, in the main, on Plato, but pos¬ 
itively on Aristotle in his revival of physics. Atom¬ 
ism, furthermore, survived for centuries through 
Epicurus, wliile Stoicism was deeply indebted to 
Heraclitus. Great historical importance in the de¬ 
velopment of thought the ?re-Socratics certainly 
had; but it may legitimately be asked whether 
their fragmentary science and philosophy have any 
value other than as a necessary primitive stage on 
the way to serious speculation. The inevitable de¬ 
ficiencies of these lively thinkers are striking but 
instructive: their love of inrercncc unconfirmed, 
for the most part, by observation, let alone experi¬ 
ment; their retention of mythical and metaphorical 
explanations of change; their inadequate linguistic 
resources, wdiich delayed or distorted the forma¬ 
tion of abstract concepts ; their reluctance to exam¬ 
ine wliat was implied by knowledge, and their 
rudimentary logic. Yet they also had great virtues; 
and apart from the admirable quality of the rapid 
and systematic intellectual progress from Thales to 
Democritus, or the comprehensiveness of systems 
like that of Heraclitus, the Prc-Socratics illustrate 
in a particularly clear form certain problems of 
materialistic philosophy and the limitations of some 
of their classical solutions: problems, for example, 
of presupposed unity and observed plurality; of 
unseen or structural types of unity; of tlie physical 
source of change; of the evaluation of sense-percep¬ 
tion, and the interrelation of ethics and physics. It 
is perhaps in this respect that Prc-Socratic thought 
may be said to have philosophical as well as histor¬ 
ical value. (g.s.k.) 

Price, Henry Habberley (1899- ). English philo¬ 
sopher, Wykeham Professor of Logic and Fellow of 
New College, Oxford, I 935 “ 59 - He has written 
mainly on perception and the philosophy of mind, 
though also on philosophical problems in psychical 
research. 

In his first book. Perception, he rejected previous 
theories about the relation between sense-data 
and material objects, especially the theory tliat the 
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latter cause the former and so are known solely by 
their effects. In his own view, the sense-data not 
only belong directly to the physical object, but are 
related intimately among themselves, forming a 
“family”, that is a set of series each converging on 
a standard member; these standard members com¬ 
pose the Standard Solid, which has the shape or¬ 
dinarily called “the real shape of the thing”. The 
Standard Solid is not identical with the physical 
object, hence Price is not a phenomenahst. For 
Price a “thing” is a family of sense-data together 
with the coincident physical object, but he can say 
so little about the object that he runs close to 
phenomenalism. 

His later Thinking and Experience rejects theories 
which make thinking consist entirely of the use of 
symbols or of images or of concepts treated as 
subsistent objects, and contends that recognition is 
basic, concepts being “recognitional capacities”. 

(r.hall) 

Price, Richard (1723-1791), English theologian, 
a Minister at Newington Green, London and a 
D.D. of Glasgow. He wrote his most notable philo¬ 
sophical work in the sphere of ethics. His Review 
of the Principal Questions in Morals, first published in 
1758, is the earliest clear and cogently developed 
deontological theory - that is, an account of 
morality which makes “right” and “obligation” 
the fundamental concepts. Price sees these as in- 
defmable, a priori and objective, and thus is at 
loggerheads with the school of Hutcheson and 
Hume. He attacks not simply the detail of their 
arguments in support of an ethic of “sentiment”, 
but the basis of their empiricism itself. Universal 
notions and concepts such as substance, duration, 
infinity, cannot, he thinks, be explained from a 
radical empiricist standpoint. No more can the 
basic notions of morals. 

Price followed Butler in his rejection of psycho¬ 
logical hedonism, but did not fully share Butler’s 
confidence that duty and interest for the most part 
coincide in this life. He argued that a hereafter 
must be postulated in order to make sense of our 
moral experience; but, unlike many who have used 
similar arguments, he saw that an infinitely long 
after-hfe cannot be demonstrated in this way. 

Particularly valuable throughout Price’s moral 


philosophy are his serious acknowledgement of the 
facts of moral conflict and his tough-minded refusal 
to accept over-simphfying “supreme principles”, 
such as those of the egoists and utilitarians of his 
day. (k.w.h.) 


Prichard, Harold Arthur (1871-1947), White’s 
Professor of Moral Philosophy in the University of 
Oxford. He was probably the outstanding member 
of the rcahst movement at Oxford of which Cook 
Wilson was the officially acknowledged leader. 
His only largcscale publication on theory of know¬ 
ledge was Kant's Theory of Knowledge (1909), a 
polemical work in which he opposes liis realism to 
Kant. In later years he rather modified these views, 
holding that we perceived only coloured patches 
and not bodies, of which we could have only in¬ 
ferential knowledge. In moral philosophy his paper 
Does Moral Philosophy Rest on a Mistake? (1912) 
was largely influential in the revival of intuitionist 
ethics; Prichard claimed that we could know sim¬ 
ply by attending to the matter that certain acts were 
duties and that any attempt to produce a general 
theory of why such acts were duties was a mistake. 
In ethics, however, as in epistemology, he grew 
sceptical in later years; in Duty and Ignorance of Fact 
(1932) he admitted a considerable element of sub¬ 
jectivism into our assessment of our duties. His 
influence through personal contact was immense; 
some idea of it can be gained from the memoir by 
H. H. Price in Proceedings of the British Academy 
Vol. XXXllI. His stringent arguments on the 
meaning of words undoubtedly still influence Ox¬ 
ford philosophy. (j.o.u.) 

Probability is an important concept for the philo¬ 
sopher to study for many reasons. There is the 
problem of how, when and why the mathematical 
theory of probabihty is appUcablc to reaUty; there 
is-the problem of the relation of statistical data to 
probability; most important of all, probabihty is a 
key concept in the understanding of scientific 
method, of the relation of evidence to law and 
theory, of the rationahty of behef Philosophers 
have always given some attention to probabihty; 
but in the past half century it has gained more and 
more interest and there have been many books, 
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some ot them very technical, published in tliis 
period wliich have been devoted entirely to tliis 
topic. 

If we concentrate on such statements as “The 
probability of heads when a penny is tossed is 
the Frequency Theory of probability may well 
seem most plausible as an interpretation of the state¬ 
ment. According to the frequency theory the above 
statement means, roughly, that in the long run the 
frequency with which a tossed coin will fall heads 
upwards when tossed will be one time in two. 
Special attractions of this theory are that, in a well- 
known version of it, it follows from the definition 
of probability that the axioms of the mathematical 
theory must be applicable and that it manifestly 
ties up probabiUty very closely with statistical data. 
On the other hand it is very difficult indeed to give 
a satisfactory version of this theory when, as is 
n<“cessary, more accurate expressions are introduced 
than “in the long run*’ to indicate what frequency 
is relevant. The frequency theory was first stated 
in detail by Venn in liis Logic of Chance; other 
wellknown exponents are Mises and Reichen- 
bach. 

But if we turn our attention to such statements 
as “Probably there is life on Mars’* the frequency 
theory becomes specially implausible; when dealing 
with the probability of theories, hypotheses and 
special events it is hard to see how we could be 
referring to any sequence of events or any fre¬ 
quency within such a series, though some philo¬ 
sophers have attempted to sustain sucha view. When 
dealing with such examples it is much more plau¬ 
sible to regard the word “probable” as indicating 
that the statement “There is life on Mars” should be 
accepted with some reserve; that it is made in a 
condition of evidential satisfactoriness midway bet¬ 
ween those that we might indicate by such ex¬ 
pressions as “We know that there is life on Mars” 
and “There is no ground for supposing life on 
Mars”. 

Very many pliilosophers are nowadays agreed 
that the notion of probability is used in both the 
frequency way and in the evidence-assessing way 
and that we must understand it according to con¬ 
text. Though they disagree on many points of 
comparative detail this is the view of Cartiap, 
Braithwaite, and Russell. When a numerical 
statement is in principle possible in the form “The 
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probabiUty of an X being Y is p”, some explana¬ 
tion of a frequency type is given; but where a state¬ 
ment is of the form “Probably it is the case that 
so and so”, where no numerical valuation seems 
plausible, the word “probably” is taken to be in¬ 
dicative of caution and reserve in making the 
statement. 

It should be added that the classical definition of 
probabiUty, found in the great French mathemati¬ 
cal writers on probabiUty, was tl^at the probabiUty 
of an event was the ratio of favourable to total 
possibilities; for the purposes of pliilosophy this is 
quite inadequate, since it seems that the “possibil¬ 
ities” referred to arc hardly distinguishable from 
probabilities and it is hard to see how to add up 
favourable possibiUties without falling into severe 
logical difficulties. (j.o.u.) 

Protagoras of Abdera, the Gicck Sophist, nour¬ 
ished c, 450-440 b.c. I ie was famous as a teacher of 
aretfy practical excellence or political and rhetorical 
skill; be worked in diFcrcnt cities and took fees for 
liis tcacliing. He was credited with several books, on 
logic, cultural origins, and human behaviour Pro¬ 
tagoras attacked the dogmatism both of contem¬ 
porary religion and of contemporary pliilosophy. 
Of the gods he said: “I am unable to know about 
the gods cither that they exist or that they do not, 
and what form they have; for there are many things 
that prevent knowledge - both the obscLirity of 
the subject and the shortncs.s of human Life”. Con¬ 
tradictory statements could be made on any sub¬ 
ject, and each could be true according to circum¬ 
stances; there was no single absolute truth to be 
discovered by man, since a man’s own nature was 
intimately involved in any judgment. This is prob¬ 
ably the reference of Protagoras’ famous dictum 
“Man is the measure of all tilings of the existence 
of the things that arc and the non-cxistencc of the 
things that arc not”. This seems to be directed par¬ 
ticularly against the extremism of Eleatic ontology, 
which was subjected to critical examination by 
Protagoras’ contemporary, Gorgias, also. Sec also 
Pre-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Pythagoras of Samos, Greek pliilosopher, flour¬ 
ished c 530 B.c. He left Samos to escape the tyranny 
of Polycrates and settled in Croton in Soutli Italy, 
where for a time he had great poHtical influence. 
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He established there a community of disciples, part¬ 
ly rehgious and partly scientific. The master him¬ 
self wrote nothing and since his followers attri¬ 
buted their own developments to him out of piety 
it is especially hard to assess his ideas. Some lines of 
Xenophanes prove that Pythagoras believed in the 
transmigration of the soul - even between different 
species, since all Uving things were akin. He was 
also renowned for his scientific and mathematical 
knowledge, and there is no reason to discomiect 
from him the theorem that bears his name. He 
also probably made the important discovery that 
the musical scale has a numerical basis, that is, 
that its main harmonic intervals can be expressed in 
ratios of the first four integers. These integers to¬ 
gether formed the Decad, to which sacred signifi¬ 
cance was attached in the community; but whether 
Pythagoras himself maintained like his successors 
that not only music, but the whole world, was 
somehow numerical and was made up out of 
“limit” and “the unlimited”, is uncertain. See also 
Pythagoreans and Pre-Socratics. (g.s.k.) 

Pythagoreans. The community fovmded by Py¬ 
thagoras in Croton in S. Italy split into a madi- 
ematical and a rehgious side. The latter hved ac¬ 
cording to taboos based on Pythagoras’ idea of the 
kinship of hving things and the necessity for pur¬ 
ification of body and soul. The “mathematicians”, 
w'hile probably not rejecting these ideas, associated 
them with developments of Pythagoras* discovery 
that the musical scale is numerical. Since music was 
held to have special power over soul, which per¬ 
meated the cosmos, the whole world must be some¬ 
how made out of number. The elements of num¬ 
ber, and thus of the world, were the even, repre¬ 
senting the unhmited, and the odd, representing 
hmit. A table of ten pairs of basic opposites 
within the world was drawn up, in which odd, 
male, straight, good, at rest, etc., came under 
“limit”, their contraries under “unlimited”. Un¬ 
fortunately there is little evidence here apart from 
Aristotle’s rather vague account, which did not 
distinguish early from later Pythagoreanism. Most 
of these ideas were probably formed by the 
time of Parmenides, who seems to attack Py¬ 
thagorean duahsm. By this time, too (though 
one piece of ancient evidence may suggest that the 
development was later), the units which formed 


number were probably conceived as possessing spa¬ 
tial magnitude; so that lines, surfaces and solids 
could be expressed as sums of units, and objects 
were literally made out of number. The Pytha¬ 
gorean cosmogony may in part have developed a 
little later: an initial unit “drew in” the unlimited, 
in the form of the void, and somehow divided into 
other units separated by the unlimited. These unit- 
point-atoms then grew into lines, planes and solids. 
At the centre of the universe lies fire; the stars, of 
which the earth is one, each produce a sound ac¬ 
cording to the speed of their revolution, and these 
make up a “harmony of the spheres” inaudible by 
men. Sec also Pre-Socratics and Zeno, (g.s.k.) 

Q 

Qualities, Primary and Secondary, see Atomism, 
Descartes, Locke. 

Quine, Willard V.O. (1908- ), born at Akron, 
Ohio, Professor of Philosophy at Harvard Univer¬ 
sity, a distinguished mathematical logician, actively 
concerned as well with the general pliilosophy of 
logic and the theory of knowledge. His purely for¬ 
mal work in logic deals with a large variety of 
highly technical problems. Probably his best known 
and most influential contribution to this area of 
research is his improved version of the reduction of 
mathematics to logic that had been given by 
Whitehead and Russell in their Principia Math-- 
ematica. The improved version was obtained by 
Quine through the introduction of important novel 
devices in order to avoid, among other things, 
various debatable assumptions in Principia. 

However, many of Quine’s technical contribu¬ 
tions to mathematical logic are motivated by broad 
philosophical considerations. Unlike many students 
of the subject, he does not believe that formal 
logic is “ontologically” neutral, since according to 
mm system of logic commits us to accepting the 
existence of some distinctive sorts of entities (e.g., 
concrete individuals such as physical objects, or ab¬ 
stract entities such as classes or attributes). He has 
therefore proposed a criterion for determining just 
what ontology is presupposed in any given state¬ 
ment. Contrary to traditional views, he has argued 
that the ontology (i.e., the kinds of entities whose 
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existence is presupposed) is not determined by the 
proper names which may occur in a statement, but 
rather by the types of variables in it for which sub¬ 
stitutions may be made. Quine has compressed this 
criterion into the formula : to be is to be the value 
of a variable. On tliis criterion, for example, any¬ 
one accepting the statement “some dogs are wliite“ 
(or in standard logical locution, “There is an jc such 
that X is a dog and is wliitc”) is committed to be¬ 
lieving in the existence of things that are dogs; but 
he IS not thereby committed to a belief in the exist¬ 
ence of platonic universals, such as doghood. 
Quine’s philosophical predclictions make him re¬ 
luctant to accept the existence of universals. How¬ 
ever, though he has tried to reconstruct mathemat¬ 
ics in conformity with liis nominalistic pref¬ 
erences, he has been admittedly unsuccessful. But 
he has not refused to employ platonistic logical 
assumptions when he found them indispcnsible for 
his formal constructions. 

Qmiic has also challenged the familiar distinction 
between synthetic (roughly, contingent or empir¬ 
ical) and analytic (or necessary) statements, on the 
ground that none of the proposed criteria for ana- 
lyticity make that distinction clear. According to 
him, therefore, arithmetical laws do not differ 
sharply in respect to their “necessary” character 
from physical laws; and both types of statements 
might be abandoned in the eventuality of apparent¬ 
ly disconfirming evidence, though the former with 
doubtless greater reluctance than the latter. More¬ 
over, Quine maintains it is only the total system 
of assumptions (including those of logic) in which 
a given statement is an element that can be sub¬ 
jected to experimental test. He has therefore crit¬ 
icized proponents of the verifiability theory of 
meaning as misguided in their attempts to fix the 
meaning of isolated statements in terms of their 
alleged sensory significance. (t.N.) 

R 

Rationalism, in the usage of philosophers, is the 
characteristic of a philosophical theory which 
claims that by pure reasoning, without appeal to 
any empirical premises, we can arrive at substantial 
knowledge about the nature of the world. There is 
also a well-known use of the word in which it 
refers to the view that faith in the supernatural 


Rationalism 

is inadmissable and that religious claims must 
be tested by rational criteria, but, in the absence 
of clear evidence to the contrary, the former sense 
oftlic word should be presumed in modern phi¬ 
losophical literature. It is in that sense that Des¬ 
cartes, Leibniz and Spinoza arc quoted as classi¬ 
cal examples of rationalism. 

Rationalism is opposed to empiricism, the doc¬ 
trine that experience is a necessary basis to all our 
knowledge; but neither of these terms has a pre¬ 
cise meaning. Thus wt might expect that a pure 
empiricist would claim that all knowledge requires 
empirical premises, and J. S. Mill did at times make 
this claim; for liim even niatlicniatical truths arc 
empirical generalizations. But most empiricists have 
admitted that mathematical truths are a priori; 
they are still considered to be empiricists if 
they claim that mathematical truths arc analytic, 
formal truths which give no informatiini about the 
nature ot the world. Thus there is a tendency to 
consider that a rationalist is one who claims to have 
synthetic a priori knovv ledge, who claims to know, 
wholly or in part, what the world is like by pure 
reason. But Leibniz is usually considered to be the 
most extreme of the rationalists because he claimed 
that in principle all truths could be known by pure 
reasoning, experience being but an inferior sub¬ 
stitute for reason; yet Leibmz held that all truths of 
reason were guaranteed by the principle of con¬ 
tradiction and therefore, in modern terminology, 
analytic. However, Leibniz’s claim that the con¬ 
tradictory of every true proposition is sclf-con- 
tradictory, is very paiadoxical, and we may say 
that the rationalist is one who claims knowledge 
which is not based on scnsc-expcriencc and which 
cannot be regarded without paradox as being pure¬ 
ly formal. But this is still not precise; Kant claimed 
synthetic a priori knowledge, but claimed that he 
was not a rationalist because it was not dogmatic 
knowledge about things themselves but only about 
phenomena; he thought that it was one of the main 
virtues of his critical system that it avoided being 
either rationalist or empiricist. We must not seek 
for unobtainable precision; by rationalism philo¬ 
sophers mean positions like, or sufficiently like, that 
of Descartes, who proved the existence of God and 
the physical world from one premise, considered 
rationally indubitable, “I think, so I am”. There is 
no criterion of what is sufficiently like this. 


245 



Real 


The vast majority of philosophers today deny the 
possibility of'rationally deducing any truths not 
implicit in the premises; it is very uncharacteristic 
of modern pliilosophy to proceed by alleged proof 
of theorems by strict argument. The main task of 
the non-empiricist philosophers now is therefore 
to find a procedure to substitute for rationalistic 
proof as a method of justifying their beliefs. 

(j.o.u.) 

Real, see especially Metaphysics, Realism, Univer- 
sals, Bradley. 

Realism was a term first used to stand for the view 
that Universals have a real being independently of 
being thought, either transcending particulars, as 
held by Plato, or at least in particulars, as held by 
Aristotle. But to-day the term is most commonly 
used to signify the belief that physical objects exist 
independendy of experience, when this doctrine is 
expounded philosophically. The view has of course 
always been held very widely, but it was developed 
and defended in detail mainly after the beginning 
of the present century in reaction against “ideal¬ 
ism”. The specifically “realist” school which en¬ 
gaged on this enterprise was primarily British and 
American. Its most important members were Rus¬ 
sell, G. E. Moore and C. D. Broad. The school 
has had numerous ramifications under the influ¬ 
ence of its logical researches and of Wittgenstein’s 
thought, but we can only speak of it here in so far 
as it concerned itself with the specific problems of 
realism and remained realist. 

Idealism had rested on two main types of ar¬ 
gument. The first claimed to show that the exist¬ 
ence of independent physical objects was incon¬ 
ceivable because we could not separate the concept 
of a physical object from the concept of a con¬ 
sciousness relatively to which it existed. This con¬ 
tention was itself based on the belief that any quality 
commonly ascribed to physical objects involves a 
reference to sensation, and on general arguments 
to the effect that we can only know what is relative 
to mind. Moore traced the former belief to a con¬ 
fusion between “sensation” as meaning the act of 
sensing and “sensation” as meaning what is sensed; 
in the one sense it must be mental, in the other it 
need not be so. Against the latter it was urged by 
realists that knowing, so far from implying that 
the object known is essentially relative to the know¬ 

246 


ing of it, implies on the contrary that it is inde¬ 
pendent of being known. An attack was also made 
on the “internal” theory of relations, from which 
it had been deduced that no two related things 
could have existed as they were apart from the 
relation, and it was insisted that some relations and 
in particular the knowing relation need make no 
internal difference to their terms. The rather facile 
tendency of idealists to dismiss certain aspects of 
experience as unreal was also criticized and much 
attention was devoted to the problems of infinity 
on the ground of which time and space had been 
pronounced mere appearances. Here Russell’s logic¬ 
al work in Principia Mathematical where he showed 
how the concept of infinity can be handled self- 
consistently and intelligibly in mathematics, could 
be utilized. The coherence theory of truth was also 
attacked in favour of a view which found the def¬ 
inition of truth in correspondence to an indepen¬ 
dent reality and which in discussing criteria of truth 
attached more weight to experience than to coher¬ 
ence in a system. The rationalist view of knowledge 
and of reality taken by most idealists was rejected, 
and later the school on the whole moved towards 
the doctrine that there are no logical connections 
in the real world and that all a priori reasoning is 
essentially linguistic. It must be emphasized how¬ 
ever that these views are not necessarily connected 
with realism about physical objects any more than 
with idealism. 

The second type of argument for idealism was 
the negative one that we cannot justify the belief 
in independent physical things even granted that 
the belief is not self-contradictory. This contention 
was found harder to meet, and tw'o quite different 
lines of reply were adopted. Some realists argued 
that idealisni is inevitable if we start with the “rep¬ 
resentative” theory of perception, according to 
which we never perceive physical objects directly 
but always only something mental or at least de¬ 
pendent on mind (“sense-data”). Consequently 
they, diverging from almost all previous philo¬ 
sophers, tried to maintain a direct theory of percep¬ 
tion. The chief difficulty about this lies in the 
occurrence of “illusion”. In order to meet it the 
usual assumption of the representative theory that, 
if wc perceive something directly, we must per¬ 
ceive it as it is, was abandoned, and a number of 
ingenious expedients utilized. A few realists adopt- 



cd more paradoxical views and contended that it 
was not absurd to regard as included in the real 
external world many of the phenomena ordinarily 
stigmatized as illusions. Russell, for example, sug¬ 
gested in Our Knowledj^e of the External World that 
physical things have not, as ordinarily supposed, 
one single shape each but comprise all the different 
shapes that could be seen from all points of view, 
all existing objectively. He did not long retain this 
hypothesis, but it remains a possibility to be con¬ 
sidered that spatial properties might be quite ob¬ 
jective and yet somehow relative to the point from 
which they arc viewed (compare“lcft”and “right’*), 
and also, as he suggested too, that even if not direct¬ 
ly perceived themselves, they may consist of groups 
of entities like the sense-data we perceive directly. 
The concept of sense-data has however been very 
widely attacked in recent times on the ground that 
we do not normally experience, for example, mere 
coloured patches but from the beginning physical 
objects, a criticism which had indeed been anti¬ 
cipated by many idealists. A popular theory to-day 
is that the distinction between the direct and the 
representative theory of perception is merely one 
of language. Both sides, it is said, agree on the 
empirical facts when we for example perceive a 
round object as elliptical, and these we can r*xpress 
by saying cither that wc perceive elliptical sense- 
data produced by a round object or simply that the 
object is round but looks elliptical. In that case the 
word “sense-data” would not stand for existent 
entities, as it did with earlier thinkers. 

Other realists retained the representative theory 
but tried to justify the belief in independent physi¬ 
cal things as providing the best causal explanation 
of our experience and capable of adequate verifica¬ 
tion by the constant fulfilment of the predictions 
made on the assumption that it is true. 

A distinction which might serve as a double- 
edged weapon was however drawn by Moore in 
1925 and very widely adopted in his country. He 
maintained that we can know with certainty that 
our common-sense propositions about physical ob¬ 
jects are true but that it is a difficult philosophical 
question how they can be analysed, and he men¬ 
tioned among the possible modes of analysis that 
according to which statements about physical ob¬ 
jects are reduced to statements about the sense-data 
wc perceive under certain conditions. This analysis 
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was very widely adopted by philosophers under 
the influence of the Russell-Moore tradition, but 
such a view can no longer be regarded as realism. 
On the other hand, because they eschewed meta¬ 
physics, these philosophers would not usually be 
called idealists. Still more recently, however, there 
has been a marked reaction against such views. In 
addition to objections against the possibility of 
carrying out the proposed analysis in any given case 
without still presupposing some independent phys¬ 
ical object propositions, it is condemned as based 
on the supposedly discredited concept of sense-data 
as ultimate entities. This goes with a tendency to 
insist that we must accept it as a fact that we have 
certain knowledge of physical things even if we 
cannot say much about the question how wc have 
the knowledge. It is commonly no longer believed 
to be the business of the philosopher to criticize 
those beliefs which we cannot help holding in prac¬ 
tical life but rather to treat this fact as itself a guar¬ 
antee of their truth. Such an outlook is supported 
by the argument that ihc words themselves v^hich 
the ideahst or sceptic uses in criticizing the notion 
of matter are derived from experience of the very 
things criticized and by a tendency to treat mind 
radher than matter as the concept requiring further 
analysis and justification. The business of philo¬ 
sophy is held to be to interpret common-sense lan¬ 
guage and not to reform or replace it. 

Realism as such, however, is compatible with an 
immense variety of doctrines. There is, for example, 
nothing m it that excludes theism, and the great 
majority of theists have in fact also been reahsts, 
though the specifically realist school of the first 
half of the twentieth century which has busied it¬ 
self specially with the problem of physical objects is 
not sympathetic at any rate to any metaphysical 
arguments for theism. The theory of knowledge 
which naturally goes with realism, because it in¬ 
sists on the independence of the object known, sug¬ 
gests an objective theory of ethics, of which indeed 
Moore was one of the strongest defenders, but the 
empiricist tendency of this school has on the whole 
told against such views, and still more against a 
Platonic theory of Universals as independent sub- 
sistents, to which for example Russell was inclined 
in his earlier period. The atmosphere of realism has 
been hostile to the formation of general philo¬ 
sophical theories of the Cosmos. Unless wc regard 
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Whitehead qua metaphysician as a realist, the 
propriety of which is doubtful, Alexander (1859- 
1938) provides the only very important exception. 

(a.c.e.) 

Reid, Thomas (1710-1796), the originator of the 
distinctive Scottish philosophy of common-sense. 
He was himself a Scot, educated at Aberdeen and a 
professor first at Aberdeen and then at Glasgow, 
where he succeeded Adam Smith. Reid, like Kant, 
was prompted to his original philosophical position 
by reading the works of Hume, his contemporary 
and personal acquaintance. To Reid it seemed that 
the sceptical conclusions that he found in Hume 
were the correct conclusions to accept given the 
premises from which Hume started; this starting 
point was the theory of ideas, the theory that the 
immediate objects of the human mind in thought 
and in perception are peculiar mental entities called 
ideas. This starting-point, Reid considered, was 
common to all the modern philosophers - Des¬ 
cartes, Locke, Berkeley and Hume, for example, 
- though only Hume had drawn from these prem¬ 
ises the sceptical conclusion to which they properly 
led; only Hume had taken the thoroughgoing 
position that if we have access only to discrete and 
unconnected ideas we cannot have connected know¬ 
ledge transcending ideas. But Hume’s conclusions, 
so extreme in scepticism, were untenable; no one 
could consistently maintain them. Therefore the 
basic premises, the theory of ideas, must be aban¬ 
doned, for what leads by correct inference to false¬ 
hood must be false. In his Inquiry into the Human 
Mind Reid therefore attacked the theory of ideas 
as neither intuitively evident nor a hypothesis suc¬ 
cessfully helping to explain what it was introduced 
to explain. 

Reid set out his own theory of knowledge in his 
Essays on the Intellectual Powers of Man, his most 
famous work. Here he set out a realist, but by no 
means rationahstic or speculative, account of per¬ 
ception, memory and conception to take the place 
of the way of ideas. Common sense is, he says, 
“that degree of judgment which is common to 
men with whom we can converse and transact 
business”. But, Reid held, “all knowledge and all 
science must be built upon principles that are self- 
evident, and of such principles every man who has 
common sense is a competent judge when he con¬ 
ceives them distinctly”. First principles may be nec¬ 


essary, as in mathematics, or contingent. Reid gives 
a list of principles of common sense in the contin¬ 
gent sphere which arc very similar to the list which 
G. E. Moore gave in his “Defence of Common 
Sense”; they include (i) “the existence of every¬ 
thing of which I am conscious” (2) “that the 
thoughts of which I am conscious are the thoughts 
of a being which 1 call myself, my mind, my per¬ 
son”, (3) “that those things did really happen which 
I distinctly remember” (4) “our own personal iden¬ 
tity and continued existence”, (5) “that those tilings 
do really exist which we distinctly perceive by our 
senses, and are what we perceive them to be”. 
Anyone who doubts these principles will be so far 
incapable of rational intercourse and those philo¬ 
sophers, such as Hume, who profess to doubt them 
do not do so sincerely and consistently. Reid con¬ 
ducts his attack on scepticism in a way very similar 
to that used by defenders of common sense in recent 
times; his critical work is at all times clear and 
acute, though his own positive views do not emerge 
so clearly from his writings as do the inconsistencies 
and unplausibilities of Locke and Berkeley. 

(j.o.u.) 

Ross, Sir W. David (1877-1971), born at Thurso, 
Caithness, Scotland, a former Provost of Oriel 
College, Oxford. He has two distinct international 
reputations. First, he is an Aristotelian scholar of the 
first rank; his editions of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 
Physics and Analytics with elaborate commentary 
and textual apparatus, arc among the most impor¬ 
tant work on Aristotle in the twentieth century. 
He is more responsible than am^ one else for the re¬ 
statement of intuitionist ethics in the modern 
period. Prichard was the moving spirit in the revival 
of intuitionism - the doctrine that we apprehend 
our various duties as such directly and do not de¬ 
rive them from any such ulterior principle as 
that of utihty - but Ross, first in The Right and the 
Good and later in his Gifford Lectures The Founda¬ 
tion of Ethics, gave Oxford intuitionism of the early 
part of the century its fullest and most systematic 
statement. Most of the characteristic doctrines de¬ 
rive from Prichard, such as that our duty is to set 
ourselves to act rather than to achieve any actual 
performance and that it is our duty to set ourselves 
to do the act which subjectively seems to us to be 
die act which is objectively our duty; but Ross’s 
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statement of the position is a model of precision, 
clarity and moderation. (j.o.u.) 

Right, sec Ethics and articles on moral philo¬ 
sophers. 

Rights, see Ethics and Locke. 

Rousseau, Jcan-Jacqiics (1712-1778), French 
writer. Rousseau spent his life wandering from 
country to country, from faith to faith, from job to 
job, and from mistress to mistress, often in bad 
health and always the victim of liis over-sensitive 
and emotional temperament. 

His early essays portray the natural man as a 
creature of good instincts and simple tastes who 
has been corrupted and deprived of happiness by 
civilization, and particularly by urban hfe, class 
distinctions, and governmental tyranny. His novel 
La NouveUe Helotse glorified sentiment and emo¬ 
tion against the contemporary claims of reason and 
self-restraint. Its popularity and influence were im¬ 
mediate and immense. His next tale Etnilc, the 
greatest of all writings on education, had an even 
wider and more lasting effect. It held that educa¬ 
tion should not curb or discipline the natural tend¬ 
encies of the child but encourage them to grow and 
blossom. Teaching should come not from books 
and verbal instruction, but by example and direct 
experience of people and things. The family not 
the school is its proper field; and love and sym¬ 
pathy, not rules and punishments, the tools for the 
task. Religion should not be an affair of creeds and 
dogmas, of texts and formalities, but the infusion 
of the heart with feelings of awe and worship, feel¬ 
ings revelatory of a Cod who is beyond our reason. 
In his posthumously published Confessions Rous¬ 
seau gave the world the first completely uninhib¬ 
ited picture, in all its colours bright and dark alike, 
of a human soul. 

Rousseau's work was of great historical impor¬ 
tance as the first attack of the romantic movement 
against the eighteenth century stronghold of clas¬ 
sical rationalism. But the works noted above are 
not in the narrow sense philosophical, and his 
claims as a philosopher must rest on his theories of 
government. These are found (apart from his early 
essays) in his greatest work, the Coutrat Social {So- 


dal Contract) and in the Considerations on the Goy- 
ernment of Poland. Rousseau was not a systematic 
nor even a coherent and orderly thinker, flis writ¬ 
ing is passionate and rhetorical; he saw society as 
Carlyle saw history - by flashes of lightning. 

In the Social Contract Rousseau urges that gov¬ 
ernment is justified only if sovereignty remains 
with the people. Every law must be passed by the 
direct votes of all the citizens. Representative dem¬ 
ocracy is rejected. He saw that tliis system gives 
absolute power to the majority and he makes vari¬ 
ous unconvincing attempts to explain why minor¬ 
ities must acquiesce. He rejects any limitation on 
the majority and any notion of individual rights. 
He realised that such a system would work only 
in very small states (and he was much influenced 
here by the examples of the Greek city-state and 
the Swiss canton). To remedy the weakness of such 
states he looked to federation but he never worked 
out this solution. 

The application of laws to particular cases was 
assigned to a body \/hich Rousseau called “the 
Government” whose constitution would vary ac¬ 
cording to the size of the state and other local con¬ 
ditions. All associations within the state should be 
eliminated so that the individual should feel no 
rival loyalties to his citizenship. 

Here Rousseau's influence on European history 
and especially on the French Revolution was pro¬ 
found. His book remains the classic dctcnce of 
democracy. 

Rous.scau, however, was well aware of the objec¬ 
tions to direct democracy, and tried to meet them. 
It is incapable of continuous legislative activity, and 
he appears to have met tliis by the belief that laws 
could be few and general and that much of what 
we should call legislation could be left to “the 
Government”. The people 'Kay also be ill- 
informed, short-sighted, and irrational. The 
remedy here is a “Legislator” a scnii-divine 
individual who should draft legislation and 
persuade the assembly to enact it. 

In the course of formulating these problems he 
was led to his key conception of the “General 
Will” and the “Will of All”. The former is the will 
of a body of men directed to their own common 
interests, the latter a mere aggregate of private in¬ 
dividual selfish wills. This conception had two sep¬ 
arate aspects each of which had a more subtle and 
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long-term influence than the obvious revolution¬ 
ary implications of the theory of direct popular 
sovereignty. 

First there is the suggestion that a state is a person 
and has a will of its own distinct from the indivi¬ 
dual wills of its citizens and entitled to override 
them. This foreshadows much difficult and debated 
work on corporate personality and group psycho¬ 
logy and could obviously lead to a mystic national¬ 
ism with unlimited claims on individual loyalty. 

Second there is the suggestion that the General 
Will is infallible. We cannot call any law an expres¬ 
sion of it unless that law is genuinely in the public 
interest. Thus the General Will becomes an ideal 
conception to which actual laws may only approx¬ 
imate. Direct democracy is justified by the argu¬ 
ment that if the people themselves make the laws 
under wliich they live they lose no freedom. But 
obedience to the General Will is justified by the 
argument that it is directed to the common good 
which is my good (or at least the good at which I 
am morally obliged to aim). Law is not an external 
command with the sanction of force, but the voice 
of my own moral or higher or true self. So political 
obligation can be (like the service of God) “perfect 
freedom”. 

But now it was not obvious why democracy 
was needed. As Spinoza has said “Provided the 
laws are good, it does not matter who makes 
them”. This tendency foreshadowed the theories 
of Kant and Hegel which identified duty with 
freedom, the State with the moral ideal, and laws 
with right and justice. This led to the glorification 
of the State as the supreme expression of morality. 

Rousseau never clearly distinguished nor success¬ 
fully reconciled these different strands. His work is 
therefore important as a source of ideas not as a 
system of arguments. (j.d.m.) 

Royce, Josiah (1855-1916), born in California, the 
most important spokesman for idealism in Amer¬ 
ica during the period between the Civil War and 
the First World War. His writings wc^e copious, 
and in a style which caused Santayana to describe 
them as a “swollen stream”; but even Santayana 
conceded that “Some clear principles and ultimate 
possibilities turned up . . . now presenting one face 
and now another, hke clups carried down a swollen 


stream.” We will confine ourselves to a description 
of two of these “chips”. 

The first may be called the Principle of Univer- 
salizability. Royce constantly required of any philo¬ 
sophy that it be self-applicable; that is to say, that 
the view of the world it expresses be such as to 
account consistently for the very fact of its being 
expressed. By means of this weapon he sought to 
discredit virtually all philosophies alternative to his 
own version of idealism - most vigorously in the 
case of evolutionism and of pragmatism. One of 
his most persistent arguments in favour of his 
idealism is that it alone satisfies this principle of 
self-applicability. 

The second “cliip” is the Principle of Idealism 
itself Royce insisted that everything - literally 
etfcry - has both a “that” and a “what”. In 
short, of anything whatsoever we may say either 
that it is or what it is. And Royce's thesis is that no 
philosophy is satisfactory which is forced to assert 
“that” in the face of inability to specify “what”. 
Now, the “what” of anything is simply its “mean¬ 
ing”; and it therefore follows for Royce that the 
core of a sound philosophy is a clear account of 
meaning. There are, he maintains, two types of 
meaning: external and internal. The external mean¬ 
ing of anything consists in the relations in which it 
stands to all other things. Royce espoused what is 
known as the theory of the internality of relations; 
but this must not be confused with his claim that 
the relations in which a thing stands constitute its 
external meaning. His thesis comes more clearly in 
view when he claims that the external meaning of 
a thing depends entirely upon its internal meaning ; 
that is, that the relation in which anything stands 
to other things depends upon what it itself is. What 
then is the internal meaning of anything ? Royce’s 
answer is that it consists in its peculiar “embodi¬ 
ment of purpose”. Given all this apparatus, Royce 
then argues at length that “embodiment of pur¬ 
pose” is precisely the mark and criterion of “men¬ 
tality”, and that, therefore, the internal essence of 
anything is mental. This is his version of idealism. 

Now, if everything (including the false and the 
fictitious) embodies purpose, what is the criterion 
of truth or reality ? His answer is: the test of reality 
is whether any given purpose fits in with the “ideal 
community” of the purposes of all of humanity - 
past, present and future. Thus Royce’s “Absolute”, 
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his “ultimate Real**, is the ideal community of all 
human purposes. Aware that absolutism in German 
hands had led to political anti-individualism, Royce 
devoted much labour to a defence of American 
democratic individualism. The defence requires, he 
maintains, the proof of the reality of three things: 
Time, Evil and Freedom. The fact that Royce had 
an extremely acute logical mind (his contributions 
to mathematical logic were not insignificant) is 
especially evident in his handling of these “proofs**. 

It should be added that Roycc*s efforts to inter¬ 
pret the teachings of the Christian religion in terms 
of his philosophy, and in terms of his own under¬ 
standing of the significance of natural science had 
considerable influence upon the theologians of the 
time. (j.w.s.) 

Russell, Bertrand Arthur William, third Earl 
Russell, (1872-1970), English philosopher. His 
father. Viscount Ambcrlcy, was the eldest son of 
Lord John Russell, the Liberal statesman, who be¬ 
came the first Earl Russell, and his mother was a 
daughter of the second Lord Stanley of Aldericy. 
He was their second son and third child. His god¬ 
father was John Stuart Mill. Both his parents died 
before he was four years old and he was brought 
up by his grandmother. Lady Russell. After being 
privately educated, he won a mathematical scholar- 
sliip to Trinity C'ollcgc, Cambridge, in 1890. In 
1893 was placed Seventh Wrangler and he then 
turned from mathematics to philosophy, obtaining 
first class honours in the second part of the Moral 
Sciences Tripos in 1894. Two years later, he pub¬ 
lished a work on German Social Democracy, the 
first of his many books. He was a Fellow of Trinity 
College, Cambridge, from 1895 to 1901 and a 
Lecturer in Philosophy from 1910 to 1916. During 
this period he was mainly occupied with his work 
on mathematical logic, but he retained his interest 
in politics and in 1907 unsuccessfully fought a by- 
election at Wimbledon as candidate of the National 
Union of Women’s Suffrage Societies. He was a 
militant pacifist in the first world war and was dis¬ 
missed by Trinity College in 1916 after he had 
been prosecuted and fined for writing a leaflet 
about the case of a conscientious objector. In 1918 
he was again prosecuted for writing an article in 
which he was held to have libelled the British Gov¬ 
ernment and the American Army and he was sent 


to prison for six months. While in prison, he wrote 
his Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy and began 
work on the Analysis of Mind. 

In the years following the war Russell paid visits 
to Russia and China. FIc was disillusioned by the 
results of the Russian revolution, of which he had 
at first approved, but very favourably impressed by 
the old civilization of China. Though reinstated by 
Trinity in 1919, he resigned before taking up his 
duties there. He stood unsucces^filly as a Labour 
Candidate for Chelsea in the General Elections of 
1922 and 1923 and in 1924 went on the first of 
many lecture tours to the United States. In 1927, in 
collaboration with liis second wife, he founded a 
progressive school at Beacon Hill near Petcrsfield 
and there put into practice his theories on educa¬ 
tion. In the following decade he engaged exten¬ 
sively in political and social journalism. He contin¬ 
ued to uphold pacifism but renounced it on the 
outbreak of the Second World War, the greater 
part of wliich he spent in the United States. After 
holding professorships at rhe Universities of Chic¬ 
ago and California, he was in 1940 as the result of 
social and religious prejudice judicially pronounced 
unworthy to be a professor at the College of the 
City of New York. He was then employed to lec¬ 
ture at the Barnes Foundation in Pliiladclphia, from 
which he was ejected in 1943, in circumstances 
which led him to bring a successful legal action for 
wrongful dismissal. In 1944 he returned to England 
having been re-elected to a fcllov/sliip at ITinity. 
After the war he continued to write, lecture and 
broadcast on a variety of subjects, his numerous 
books including two volumes of short stories. For 
a time he was in favour of the atomic bomb as a 
deterrent to the Russians, but he was later a 
protagonist in the campaign for nuclear disar¬ 
mament. 

Russell succeeded liis elder brother in the earl¬ 
dom in 1931. He was four times married and 
had three children. He was elected a Fellow of the 
Royal Society in 1908, an Honorary Fellow of the 
British Academy in 1949 and in 1949 also was 
awarded the Order of Merit. 

We have seen that Russell started his career as a 
mathematician and he stated that he was in¬ 
duced to take an interest in philosophy by his de¬ 
sire to find some reason for believing in the truth 
of mathematics. Under the influence of the works 
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of F. H. Bradley he became a convert to Hegelian 
Idealism, but was soon re-converted by G. E. 
Moore to an extreme form of realism. Among 
other things, he was impressed by the argument 
that the fundamental ideaUst doctrine, that what is 
known is conditioned by the knowing of it, denies 
to the properties of mathematics any objective 
validity. Further, it seemed to him clear that math¬ 
ematical propositions are irreducibly relational, and 
this led him to reject both the idealist thesis that 
relational judgments arc vicious abstractions and 
the view, ascribed to Aristotle and Leibniz, that ail 
propositions arc of the subject-predicate form. In 
his early book on Leibniz, Russell argued that it 
was Leibniz’s acceptance of this view that provided 
the key to his metaphysics. On the other hand, 
while admiring John Stuart Mill, Russell was not 
satisfied with his theory that the propositions of 
pure mathematics are empirical gencraUzations. 
For this did not seem to him to afford a sufficient 
guarantee of their truth. 

His own solution was to reduce mathematics to 
logic. This involved, first, the analysis of the funda¬ 
mental terms of mathematics into purely logical 
concepts, and secondly the elaboration of a system 
of logic which was adequate to furnish the prem¬ 
ises from which the propositions of mathematics 
could be deduced. The first part of the undertaking 
was carried out in the Principles of Mathematics and 
the second in Principia Mathematica. His definition 
of number, in which he had been anticipated by 
the German mathematician Frege, made use of 
the concept of a one-one relation; that is, a relation 
such that if x is so related to y, no other term is so 
related to y and x has the relation to no other term. 
Two classes arc said to be similar if their members 
can be correlated by a one-one relation. Then the 
number of a class is defined as the class of all those 
classes that arc similar to it, and a cardinal number 
is defined as anything which is the number of 
some class. At that time Russell believed in the ex¬ 
istence of classes. Later, he came to think that they 
were logical fictions, and thereby put the status of 
numbers again in question. But this was a difficulty 
which he did not resolve. 

Principia Mathematica occupies an architectonic 
position in the development of symbolic logic. The 
breach with AristoteUan logic consisted not so 
much in the use of a special notation as in the 


greater generality of Russell and Whitehead's sys¬ 
tem, and above all in their attempt to make it rig¬ 
orously formal. How far they succeeded in tliis, or 
in their programme of deriving mathematics from 
logic, is a technical question about which there is 
still dispute. Other systems of logic have since been 
developed which lay claim to a greater rigour, but 
to a large extent they arc constructed on the basis 
of Russell and Whitehead’s work. 

Perhaps Russell’s most original contribution to 
this field was his introduction of the theory of types. 
This arose out of his discovery of a contradiction 
which made Frege say, when the news was com¬ 
municated to him, that the whole foundation of 
mathematics had been undermined. It can be fairly 
easily set out. Most classes appear not to be mem¬ 
bers of themselves: for example it is not true that 
the class of men is itself a man. But some classes do 
appear to be members of themselves. For instance, 
the class of all the things that can be counted would 
itself appear capable of being counted. Now con¬ 
sider the class of all classes which arc not members 
of themselves. Is it or is it not a member of itself? 
If it is, it is not, and if it is not, it is. Similar con¬ 
tradictions can be found in other fields. A notorious 
example is the paradox of Epimenides the Cretan 
who said that all Cretans were liars. Another starts 
from the point that some words are predicable of 
themselves and others not. Thus the word “short” 
is short but the word “long” is not long. Let us call 
those that are so predicable “autologicad” and those 
that are not “hctcrological”. Then is the word 
“hcterological” predicablc of itself? If it is, it is not, 
and if it is not, it is. 

Russell’s solution of the paradoxes was to arrange 
objects into a hierarchy of types, so that what can 
be true or false of objects of one type cannot signif¬ 
icantly be said about those of another. In particular, 
if a given class is the extension of a given predicate, 
it is nonsensical to apply that predicate to that class. 
Thus it is not false but nonsensical to say that the 
class of men is human: the question whether the 
word “hetcrological” is itself autological or het- 
erological is a meaningless question. Even when a 
predicate does appear to characterize objects of dif¬ 
ferent types, it does not have the same meaning in 
each case. Thus a predicate like “being countable” 
becomes, as Russell put it, systematically ambig¬ 
uous. 
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The theory of types, of which only the outline 
has been given here, has a certain ad hoc air about it. 
Not all forms of self-reference are logically vicious: 
and we seem to have no adequate rules for picking 
out the cases in which it is to be prohibited. But the 
theory has had a strong historical influence. By 
calling attention to the fact that a sentence might 
be grammatically well-formed and yet succeed in 
saying nothing, it prepared the way for the logical 
positivists* rejection of metaphysics, their declara¬ 
tion that the statements typically made by meta¬ 
physicians were not even false but literally mean¬ 
ingless. 

Russell always tried to integrate his logic with 
his theory of knowledge, and he accordingly 
identified his statements of lowest type, the state¬ 
ments that formed the basis of his semantic hier¬ 
archy, with those that were epistemologically 
primitive. In his Problems of Philosophy he drew a 
distinction between what he called knowledge by 
description and knowledge by acquaintance and he 
took as liis basic propositions, as those which supply 
the foundation for all our empirical knowledge, 
propositions which refer only to things with which 
one is directly acquainted. The meaning which he 
licre gave to “acquaintance** was such that if one 
was acquainted with an object it followed that the 
object really existed and really had the properties 
that it was apprehended as having. The existence 
and properties of things that were known only by 
description he regarded on the other hand as being 
problematic. 

At that time Russell held that the things with 
which one could be acquainted were one’s own 
private sense-data, images, thoughts and feelings, 
both present and past since he allowed memory to 
be a form of direct knowledge, one’s own self and 
universals. Subsequently he dropped one’s self 
from the list, for he came to hold that selves did not 
exist as separate entities, that is as distinct from the 
experiences which were attributed to them, but he 
continued to hold that we are acquainted both 
with our own sense-data and with universals. Con¬ 
temporary criticisms of the notion of sense-data 
did not disturb him but there is reason to think 
that he would have liked to dispense with univer- 
sals. The recognition of such abstract entities runs 
counter to the “robust feeling for reality** which 
he always claimed for his philosophizing. He 
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did not, however, see how it is possible to dispense 
with them. He allowed, it may be wrongly, that one 
can successfully take the nominalist step of reducing 
them all to the single relation of resemblance, that 
one can, for example, substitute for the quality 
“whiteness” the relation of resemblance in being 
white: but he did not think that much is to be 
gained by tliis as resemblance, in his view, is itself 
a universal. 

When he wrote The Problems tf Philosophy Rus¬ 
sell believed that physical objects were known only 
by description. They were postulated as the causes 
of sense-data. But following his principle “Wher¬ 
ever possible substitute constructions out of known 
entities for inferences to unknown entities”, a prin¬ 
ciple which he called the supreme maxim in 
scientific philosophy, he abandoned this view in 
favour of the theory that physical objects are logical 
constructions out of actual and possible sense-data. 
This amounts to claiming that statements about 
physical objects can be faithfully translated into 
statements about sense-data. This theory was de¬ 
veloped by Russell in Our Knowledge of the External 
World and in two of the essays reprinted in Mys¬ 
ticism and Logic. Roughly speaking, his view was 
that at any given moment each observer perceives 
a private three-dimensional world with its own 
private space, or spaces, since he distinguishes the 
space of sight from the space of touch. He called 
such private worlds “perspectives”. In addition to 
these perceived perspectives, there exists also an in¬ 
finite number of unperceived perspectives, namely 
all those that would be perceived if an observer 
were in the appropriate state and position. These 
contain not sense-data but what Russell called 
“sensibilia”, entities which arc generically similar to 
sense-data but arc not actually sensed. He did not 
fully work out this theory, which encounters 
obvious difficulties even if one is willing to assume 
that sensibilia and imperceived perspectives 
literally exist. 

In later years, Russell reverted to a causal theory 
of perception. He came to think that it alone can 
do justice to the evidence which is furnished by 
science. A curious feature of his causal theory was 
that he located sense-data in the percipient’s 
brain. He did not mean by this that when wc 
think that we are perceiving the world around 
us; wc arc, in any literal sense, really observing only 
our own brains. His argument was rather that an 
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event’s position in spacc-tiine is determined by its 
causal relations and that *‘the causal and temporal 
connections of percepts with events in afferent and 
efferent nerves gives percepts a position in the brain 
of the observer**. It might be thought that if per¬ 
cepts are to be admitted as entities one would do 
better to maintain that they are not the sort of 
things that can be located in physical space at all. 

Russell’s reductionism was carried to its furthest 
point in the Analysis of Mind, where he adopted a 
theory which is akin to the neutral monism of 
William James. He there held that both mind 
and matter are logical constructions out of 
elements, primarily sense-data, which are them¬ 
selves neither mental nor physical. They arc 
distinguished by the fact that certain elements, 
such as images and feelings, enter only into the 
constitution of minds, and by the operation of 
different causal laws. Thus the same sense-data 
when correlated according to the laws of physics 
constitute physical objects and when correlated 
according to the laws of psychology help to 
constitute minds. In their mental aspect they 
engage, among other things, in what Russell 
called mnemic causation, a kind of action at a dis¬ 
tance by which experiences produce subsequent 
memory images. Though Russell gave up the 
reductionist view of the nature of physical objects, 
he retained it with respect to minds, in the sense 
that he rejected the notion of consciousness or the 
self as a substantial entity. On the other hand, 
while he dallied with behaviourism, he never 
denied the existence of states of consciousness which 
are not definable in physical terms. 

Russell’s predilection for William of Ockham’s 
razor was not merely due to a love of intellectual 
economy for its own sake, though this may have 
played its part. His main reason for using it 
was epistemological; his belief that the more en¬ 
tities you allow yourself to postulate, the greater is 
the risk of your being wrong. There arc also se¬ 
mantic considerations which are displayed in his 
famous theory of definite descriptions, a theory 
which he himself regarded as one of his most im¬ 
portant contributions to philosophy. This theory 
was sketched by liim in a paper on Denoting, which 
was written in 1906 and republished in Logic and 
Knowledge, more rigorously formulated in the first 
volume of Principia Mathematica, and further cx- 
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plained in the Introduction to Mathematical Philo- 
sophy. The philosophical problem which gave rise 
to it was that of showing how it was possible to 
speak meaningfully of non-existent objects, such as 
the present King of France, or even of objects 
which could not possibly exist such as the round 
square, as in the statement “The round square is a 
contradiction’’. His solution was to show that ex¬ 
pressions of the form “the so and so’’, at least in 
tliis usage, never function as names. It does not fol¬ 
low from the fact that they are meaningful that 
there is any object which they mean. His method of 
showing this was to give a rule for translating the 
sentence in which the definite descriptive phrase 
occurs, in such a way that the phrase no longer 
looks as if it were a name. Thus, to take liis own 
best known example, the statement “The author of 
Waverley was Scott’’ becomes in his translation a 
conjunction of the three statements “At least one 
person wrote Waverley”; “At most one person 
wrote Waverley”; and“ It is not tlie case that any¬ 
one both wrote Waverley and was not identical 
with Scott”.To put it symbolically, as Russell would 
have preferred, he held that to say that the thing 
which has ^ has 0, when <f> is the property con¬ 
cealed in the definite description and ^ the 
property attributed to what it describes, is to say 
that there is an x, such that x has <!>, and, for all y, if 
y has ^ y is identical with x, and x has Thus, any 
description of the subject goes into the predicate, 
and what Russell called a “bare particular” is left 
to be the value of the variable x. 

This theory, which has been called “a paradigm 
of philosophy” later came in for criticism on 
the ground that it makes definite descriptive 
statements false when they fail in their reference, 
whereas it would be more in accordance with or¬ 
dinary usage to say in that case that they were 
neither true or false. A more serious objection, 
which does not directly impugn the truth of the 
theory but does diminish its importance, is that 
Russell throughout assumed a defective view of 
meaning, in that he identified the meaning of sub¬ 
stantives with their denotation. The main reason 
why definite descriptions, and even ordinary proper 
names, hke “Homer” and “Napoleon”, are 
turned by him into predicates is that they do not 
guarantee the success of their reference. It is always 
logically possible that they should denote nothing. 



But if the statements in which they occur arc to be 
meaningful Russell thought that their jinalysis must 
terminate in statements containing substantival 
words whose denotation was guaranteed. The ulti¬ 
mate values of his existential variables arc denoted 
by what he called logically proper names. 

This is the basis of the doctrine of Logical Atom¬ 
ism which Russell, under the influence of his pupil 
Wittgenstein, put forward in the years following 
the first World War. The view is that, in the last 
analysis, the world consists of atomic facts and these 
facts are characterized by their directly, as it were 
photograpliically, corresponding to elementary 
proj^ositions. The elementary propositions arc 
those which are expressed by conjoining a lowest 
level predicate w’ith one or more logically proper 
names. And once more tying up his logic with his 
theory of knowledge, Russell tended to assume 
that these logically proper names stood for sense- 
data : for it is plausible to argue that only demon¬ 
strative expressions which stand for sense-data are 
bound to succeed in their reference. It may be 
thought, however, that the whole enterprise was 
misconceived, since there seems no good reason to 
suppose that for a referential statement to be 
meaningful it is necessary that its reference should 
be logically guaranteed. 

In the Inquiry into Meaning and Truth, Russell 
gave this theory a new aspect by identifying partic¬ 
ulars with qualities. Mis motive w'as to eliminate 
what he regarded as the metaphysical notion of 
suKstancc. He therefore followed Berkeley in 
treating the things of common-sense as collections 
of qualities, united by what he called the relation of 
coniprc.sencc. Tliis view is retained in Russclfs last 
important philosophical work, Human Knowledge: 
Its Scope and Limits, which is otherwise of interest 
cliiefly for his attempt to deal with the problem of 
induction. He took the view that inductive reason¬ 
ing stands in need of justification and he elaborated 
a set of principles which he thought would be 
sufficient for the purpose. He did not, however, 
claim that any of these principles can be known 
to be true. 

From the purely philosopliical point of view, 
Russell’s work in the field of ethics and of social and 
political philosophy was not of comparable in¬ 
terest with his work on logic and the theory of 
knowledge. He had been persuaded that ethical 
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statements have no objective validity, a conclusion 
which he confessed to disliking on emotional 
grounds; and was therefore inclined to hold that 
the main questions in ethics are psychological and 
social; the question of what people desire and how 
they may attain it. In the sphere of education and 
of politics he was above all an advocate of liberty. 
Though he was more keenly aware of the ir¬ 
rational features in human conduct, his political 
position was in many ways strongly reminiscent 
of that of John Stuart Mill. 

It has been shown that Russell often changed 
his philosophical views, but his approach to philo¬ 
sophy was highly consistent. His aim had al¬ 
ways been to try to find reasons lor accepted be¬ 
liefs, whether in the field of mathematics, natural 
science, or common sense. He had been a con¬ 
sistent sceptic, not in the sense that he denied our 
claims to knowledge, but that he questioned them. 
He adhered also to a single method: the method of 
starting with propositions which arc the least 
susceptible to doubt, and trying to reconstruct 
the edifice of knowledge on this basis, with a: few 
assumptions as possible. The result of this was that 
his justifications usually took the form of analyses: 
even so he had not been interested in analysis for 
its own sake, but only as a method of proof In 
this way, as in the power and elegance of his 
literary style, he remained in the high tradition of 
British Empiricism, the tradition of Hobbes, 
Locke, Berkeley, Hume and Mill. He was its 
outstanding representative in the twentieth 
century. (a.j.a.) 

Ryle, Gilbert (1900-), born in Brighton, England, 
formerly Waynfletc Professor of Metaphysical 
Philosophy in the University of Oxford; he is 
probably the most widely induential British 
philosopher of his generation. 

He was at one time much influenced by the earl¬ 
ier writings of Husserl, but already in the early 
nineteen-tliirties he was adumbrating one of the 
characteristic doctrines of modern hnguistic anal¬ 
ysis when he suggested that the task of philosophy 
was “the detection of the sources in linguistic id¬ 
ioms of recurrent misconceptions and absurd the¬ 
ories’* (Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 
1931-2). In his Tamer Lectures Dilemmas he devel¬ 
oped this position, suggesting that philosophical 
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problems arose from apparent conflicts between 
general truths none of which we could sincerely 
abandon; the task of philosophy was therefore to 
resolve these apparent conflicts by an elucidation 
of the concepts which were used in stating these 
truths; philosophy was then essentially the dissolu¬ 
tion of dilemmas arising from our imperfect under¬ 
standing of our own conceptual apparatus. This 
position is akin to, but not identical with, that of 
the later Wittgenstein. 

Ryle’s best known work The Concept of Mind 
exemplifies this theory of the nature of pliilosophy. 
Ryle considers that the problems of the nature of 
mind and of the relation of the mind to the body 
arise from a misunderstanding of the concept of 
mind and the concepts of such mental “states” and 
“activities” as those of willing, thinking, imagining. 
Wc arc inchned to construe the concept of mind as 
of an extra object situated in the body and control¬ 
ling it by a set of unwitnessablc activities; this is 
what he calls the dogma of the ghost (the mind) in 
the machine (the body.) Ryle regards tliis picture 
as totally misleading and in a series of brilliant 
studies he attempts to disabuse us of it by showing 
that mental concepts refer not to ghostly acts but to 
dispositions to behave in certain ways in appropri¬ 
ate circumstances, to the style of actual witnessable 
performances and similar unproblematic matters. 
He protests vigorously that he is not putting for¬ 
ward a doctrine of behaviourism, not denying in 
any way the reality of the mental life, but only at¬ 
tempting to clarify the nature of the mental. But 
the work has often been attacked as behaviouristic 
and it has been suggested that Ryle at this stage had 
not wholly freed himself of the “reductive” tend¬ 
encies of the analytic methods of Russell. In any 
case few would dispute that the book is one of the 
most important to have appeared in the last twenty 
or thirty years. 

In his treatment of mind and elsewhere Ryle has 
made much use of the notion of a “category mis¬ 
take”; we make a category mistake when we mis¬ 
understand what kind of concept we arc using or 
considering, as if we were to think that the Uni¬ 
versity of Oxford were something that wc could 
visit in addition to the Colleges. To think of the 
mind as a hidden substance is such a category mis¬ 
take. 

Apart from his studies in the nature of philo¬ 


sophy and the concept of mind Ryle’s main work 
has been on the nature of meaning and the philo¬ 
sophy of logic; he has also contributed to Platonic 
scholarship. (j.o.u.) 

s 

Santayana, George, (1863-1952), born in Spain. 
He went to the USA in 1872 and was educated in 
Boston and at Harvard. Though a contributor to 
the co-operative volume, Essays in Critical Realism, 
Santayana’s pliilosophy resists assimiL "ion to a 
single school. 

He was a thoroughgoing sceptic, and yet the 
basis of his philosophy is an extreme version of a 
Platonic doctrine of Essence. As a sceptic, he insists 
that the existence of anything can never be proved, 
and that all beliefs as to existence are based upon 
irrational “animal faith”. As a Platonic rcahst, how¬ 
ever, he insists that we have certain, indubitable, 
and positive knowledge of a realm of real univer- 
sals which he calls “essences.” The proposed bridge 
between these two sides of his thought is the claim 
that essences (which both are and are not real) do 
not exist 

The above paragraph has used the word “real” 
in Plato’s sense; and it must be added that San¬ 
tayana docs not generally so use it. “To be real” 
means for him to exist in space and in time; and he 
insists that all reality in this sense is material. In his 
metaphysical scheme the “Realm of Matter” is the 
basic real. Essences, according to this way of talk¬ 
ing, are ideal only. Thus, in an unorthodox way, 
Santayana seeks to combine realism and idealism. 

Another strange union in his philosophy is that 
of hard-boiled naturahsm with a deeply sensitive 
aesthetic romanticism. Though he is generally clas¬ 
sified as an American philosopher, his temperament 
was Spanish and Mediterranean and he never be* 
came an American citizen. As an intellect he sought 
to be “hard”; but emotionally he was extremely 
“soft”. His fundamental thesis in aesthetics, that 
beauty is feeling objectified, enabled him to express 
both tendencies. He could combine the harshest 
naturalistic description of what exists in space and 
time (the stone of sculpture, the canvas of painting, 
the sound waves of music) with the most sensitive 
appreciation of the ideal content of the work of art. 
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His metaphysical distinction between the “reality” 
of matter and the “ideality” of essence assists him 
in this. He was liimsclf a poet of considerable talent; 
and the literary quality of his prose is {generally 
very high. 

In religion Santayana repeatedly proclaimed his 
naluralisni and his materialism, insisting that the 
essence of religion is myth and poetry. Emotionally, 
however, he was unquestionably Roman Catholic. 
He never concealed his utter disdain for Protes¬ 
tantism, and 111 his later works (for example, in The 
Idea of Christ in the Gospels) he shows that his Ca¬ 
tholicism is more than skin deep. The last years of 
liis life he spent in a Catholic retreat in Rome. 

(j.w.s.) 

Sartre, Jean Paul (1905- ), French novelist, pla)^- 
wright and philosopher, born in Paris on 2TstJunc, 
1905; founder of the periodical Les Temps Mo- 
dernes. 

Sartre’s principal philosopliical work,L*£ire et \e 
Neant, was published in 1943. Although it is a very 
long book, its scope was definitely limited by the 
author. A second major work, L'Homme, contain¬ 
ing in ert'cct its author’s ethics, has been announced 
as forthcoming since 1955, but has not yet appeared. 
Similarly the fourth and concluding volume of his 
most elaborately conceived novel, Les C/iewmi de la 
Libert^, is only represented by substantial fragments 
wliich have appeared in Les Temps Modernes. His 
published works also include studies of the imagina¬ 
tion, and of the nature of literature, as well as plays, 
and stories. 

As a philosopher, Sartre is notoriously labelled 
“existentialist”; and commentators tend to find his 
intellectual ancestry in Hegel and Kierkegaard. 
It is arguable, however, that he is nearer in spi^-it to 
Fichte than to cither of the others, treating the idea 
of human freedom in ways sometimes strikingly 
akin to those in which Fichte radicalized and re¬ 
leased from every sort of limitation Kant’s insist¬ 
ence on the unique dignity and status of free action. 
For Sartre, who is an atheist, men give to the world 
what semblance of meaning and or^cr it may be 
Judged to possess. In places he seems fired by an 
image of man as Prometheus in a universe where 
there is no Zeus to chain him to the rock, except at 
the half-admitted level of his own fantasies. From 
the confusing and distracting effect of such illusions 


it is the task of the philosopher, (here working in a 
manner very closely akin to that of the true novel¬ 
ist), to help men by reflection set themselves free. 
Here a certain kinship in ethos with psycho-analy¬ 
tic practice can be discerned. But there arc other 
places where Sartre seems to regard tliis freedom 
as something almost terrifying in the burden it lays 
on men, of decision that can find no vindication 
from without. 

In the intellectual patterns Sartre weaves with the 
notion of freedom, he can hardly be said to follow 
a consistent design. Sometimes “freedom” is the 
name of a state of stability and transparency of life 
which always eludes, but ever beckons, the moral 
agent; at other time.s it is, in fact, the essential in¬ 
gredient ot characteristically human existence, and 
is virtually identifiable with the “freedom of open 
possibilities”, whose reality and importance has been 
recently defended by such British metaphysically- 
minded moralists as A. E. Taylor, and C. A. 
Campbell. In other places it i.s near the name of a 
quality of life manifested necessarily in any society 
in which great literature is'written <ind enjoyed. 
Elsewhere (as implied above) the notion advertises 
the metaphysical openness of the world, which has 
no creator, and therefore can only find what design 
it may assume, from human effort; in the language 
of traditional metaphysics, men arc primary, not 
secondary causes. 

If Sartre’s work belongs in one sense to the tra¬ 
dition of those who have found in the confused and 
confusing, but also intoxicating, notion of “free¬ 
dom”, the point of departure for speculative con¬ 
struction, it is marked out by the persuasive subtle¬ 
ty of the author’s introspective analyses of human 
situations. If he never discusses in the manner of a 
critical philosopher “our knowledge of other 
minds”, his work manifests an extraordinary sen¬ 
sitivity to the labyrinthine weavings of that kind of 
human awareness. His bias is always solipsistic; he 
finds in the forms of human communion, liighly 
esteemed by Marcel, sources of menace to per¬ 
sonal integrity, opportunities for self-deception and 
masquerade. A vein of pessimism pervades his dis¬ 
cussions of human relations, both in novels and in 
treatises. But the minuteness of liis analyses at their 
best, will illustrate the manner in which on occa¬ 
sion, critical philosophical problems, like that of 
“our knowledge of other minds”, arc, in fart, rc- 
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solved by exhaustive and sustained description and 
re-description of the field of the problem con¬ 
cerned. 

Again where the subject-matter of the “philo¬ 
sophy of mind“ is concerned, his studies of imag¬ 
ination and htcrature help the contemporary British 
reader to appreciate the real contribution made 
to its problems, by independently minded writers 
in the idealist tradition, like R. G. Collingwood; 
the range of examples Sartre is able to adduce, en¬ 
larges the rcader*s sense of what that “mind** is 
about which he is philosophizing. For those for 
whom the work of “philosophers of mind** is pri¬ 
marily critical, Sartre provides a valuable correc¬ 
tive against a tendency to diminish the stature of 
the person whose intellectual dispositions and oper¬ 
ations, whose choices, reflections and regrets they 
are trying to clarify, to that of a dwarf of straw. 
The often undisciplined efforts of men to come to 
terms with their existence, which his work ex¬ 
presses and to which it so bears witness, is an el¬ 
ement in the human scene that caimot simply be 
disregarded by the analytic philosopher. The pub¬ 
lication, therefore, of his work, L*Homme^ must be 
eagerly awaited. 

As a novelist Sartre altogether lacks the achieved 
distinction of, for example, Albert Camus* La 
Peste (although nothing that he has written has 
plumbed the depths of boredom reached by Simone 
de Beauvoir in herLes Mandarins, 1954!). LesChemins 
de la Lihertd bears witness to his deep involvement 
in political matters, particularly the Communist 
question as it has been raised for French intellec¬ 
tuals. Existentialist styles of thought have been 
sharply criticised by Marxist thinkers; yet Sartre 
himself, at the outset of the present decade, es¬ 
poused the stand-point of the Party, remaining 
loyal until the 20th Party Congress, and the Hun¬ 
garian tragedy of 1956. To this period belongs his 
breach with Camus, and the latter*s interesting 
study of revolt as a human phenomenon, {L* Homme 
Revolti, 1951). His attitude was also sharply crit¬ 
icized by a former associate and an accomphshed 
student of Marxism, M. Maurice Mcrleau Ponty, 
who followed his excellent anatomization of Stahn- 
ist ethics, Humanisme et Terreur, 1948, with an essay 
on the disilcctic^LesAventuresde la Dialectique, 1955, 
which although aimed at Sartre explicitly, had 
more than ephemeral value as a contribution to the 


understanding of the sense and role of dialectic in 
Marxist theory and practice. 

For an understanding of Sartre’s thought, the 
ambivalence of his attitude to the Communist Party 
is significant. In endorsing its causes, he thought 
to free himself from the self-deception, the mauvaise 
fot, he believed endemic in traditional moral judg¬ 
ments. Moreover, although Marxist-Lcninism is 
deterministic, Lenin, who had shown himself in 
controversy, for example over the tenability of a 
positivistic philosophy of science, an unbending 
champion of Marxist orthodoxy, had also on the 
plane of revolutionary action in the second decade 
of the century, revealed something of the tremcn- 
dou«; possibilities of free action, decisively and res¬ 
olutely planned and executed. The image of Prom¬ 
etheus Victor joins its attractive force to that exer¬ 
cised by the other image of the suffering and es¬ 
tranged proletarian. 

A proper evaluation of Sartre’s speculations, with 
that curious fusion of the radically introspective 
with the overtly utihtarian, of emphasis on the in¬ 
ward hfe of the subject with a nearly philistine con¬ 
fidence in the world-transforming possibilities of 
human initiative, must wait the publication of his 
work on ethics. (d.m.m.) 

Scepticism is a doctrine which holds the possibil¬ 
ities of knowledge to be limited. In one forrri it 
contends that there are things which cannot, in 
principle, be known at all; in another that know¬ 
ledge of some things can only be attained with 
difficulty and given certain precautions. In this 
second form it supports a methodological policy of 
reserve and circumspection in the formation of be¬ 
liefs. Its opposite is dogmatism. Different species of 
scepticism arc distinguished in two principal ways: 
by reference either to the methods of inquiry whose 
reliability is questioned or to the kind of objects 
whose knowability is doubted. Doubt of methods 
may be general, on the ground that there is no 
infallible way of getting knowledge and that all 
methods have failed at some time or other. But 
more usually scepticism of methods is partial and 
depreciates the trustworthiness of one recognised 
source of knowledge in the interests of another. 
Reason and sense-experience have been set against 
one another and again jointly defended against the 
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pretensions of authority, revelation and intuition. 
On the other hand, defenders of faith like Pascal, 
have expressed a radical scepticism about the ability 
of reason to arrive at religious truth. 1 bus 
Averroism, which distinguishes the natural truth 
accessible to reason from the supernatural truth 
that is beyond its reach, is ambiguous. It may be a 
sincere belief that the unaided human intelhgcnce 
cannot acquire religious knowledge, but it may 
also be ironical and imply that since reason is 
unable to acquire such knowledge it cannot be 
acquired at all. 

It is more usual for particular and limited vari¬ 
eties of scepticism to be defined by means of the 
objects held to be unknowable. Sceptical arguments 
have been used to deny that we can get knowledge 
of any matters of empirical fact, of the external 
world of material objects, of the minds of others, 
of the past, of the future, of nature as a whole, of 
values and of any objects of rchgious or metaphys¬ 
ical speculation which lie beyond sense-experience. 
Scepticism about objects has three levels or degrees. 
The sceptic may admit that the objects in question 
exist but deny that we can ever know any more 
than tliis about them. Kant*s position on tliings- 
in-thcnisclves is sceptical in tliis sense as is that of 
the inductive sceptic about laws of nature. Second¬ 
ly, he may assert that the objects in question ao not 
in fact exist: the standpoint of the ordinary rch¬ 
gious sceptic about God, of the etliical sceptic about 
an order of values and of many philosophers about 
a substantive and immortal soul. Finally, he may 
assert that the objects in question could not possibly 
exist and therefore that knowledge of the sort he is 
doubting is logically ruled out. Berkeley’s attitude 
to material substance and Hume’s to real or in¬ 
trinsic comiections between events arc instances of 
this type. 

General or total scepticism has always been rare, 
most sceptics being the partisans of one method or 
one type of object. There arc good reasons for 
taking general scepticism to be a kind of dialectical 
c.xtravagance. To start with there is an obvious air 
of paradox about it. It seems self-refuting to say 
that nothing at all can be known, for to assert it is 
to claim at least one piece of knowledge, the truth 
of the sceptical principle itself. This was clear to 
Pyrrho, the first sceptical philosopher who con¬ 
cluded that the principle could only be held ten- 
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tativcly, a rather enfeebling manoeuvre. According 
to Russell’s theory of types general scepticism, 
since it refers to itself, is not capable of significant 
formulation. In general, it can be argued, that if 
one is to have any reasonable ground for scepticism 
there must be something of which one is not scep¬ 
tical. The usual reason for sceptical doubt is the 
experience or possibility of failure in claims to 
knowledge. Failure reveals itself through inconsist¬ 
ency and to recognise this we must be aware that 
contradictory statements have been made and that 
the law of contradiction is true. Furthermore past 
experience of failure in a given type of tliinking is 
only relevant to one’s future confidence in it if the 
rationality of inductive argument is assumed. A 
man could conceivably exhibit complete scepticism 
by refusing to claim any knowledge at all. What 
he could not do is offer a rational defence for his 
procedure. 

Scepticism as a philosophy began with Pyrrho 
(c. 300 B.c.) in the same way as it has from time to 
time recurred, as the expression of discontent with 
the intellectual chaos produced by the conflict of 
dogmatic systems. For Pyrrho philosophy was a 
practical art whose aim was detachment and peace 
of mind (ataraxia). This goal could not be attained 
unless the inevitably frustrating search for truth 
were abandoned. Most of the conceivable argu¬ 
ments for scepticism arc to be found in the thought 
of the Greek sceptics as reported by Sextus fimpir- 
icus. Acncsidcmus put forward ten “tropes” which 
set out in detail the reasons for doubting the reh- 
ability of perception, i^grippa’s five “tropes” arc 
more compact and more far-reaching. As well as 
the relative or subjective nature of perception, he 
lists the infinite regress of proof propounded by 
Carneades, the conflict of opinions between men, 
the inevitably hypothetical characrer of all ultimate 
premises and the logical circularity of the syllo¬ 
gism, later emphasised by J. S. Mill. Some sceptics, 
Arccsilaus for example, concluded that since cer¬ 
tainty was not to be had men must make do with 
probability and Carneades suggested that coherence 
of beheld was a measure of reliability, that the more 
systematic one’s body of beliefs the more reason 
there was for confidence in it. Since the period of 
the Greek Sceptics (of the fourth to second cen¬ 
turies B.c.) scepticism has reappeared from time to 
time in the history of thought. Abelard’s Sic et Non, 


259 



Sceptics 

(Yes and No) a collection of contradictory opinions 
by the Fathers on points of doctrine, introduced a 
sceptical technique that was used by Kant in setting 
out the antinomies with which he sought to prove 
the impossibility of constructive metaphysics. The 
anti-Aristotelian and anti-Scholastic logicians of 
the Renaissance prepared the way for the more 
thorough-going sceptics of the sixteenth century 
whose most distinguished representative was Mon¬ 
taigne. Hume is the most penetrating and com¬ 
prehensive of modern sceptics. He argued that our 
belief in bodies, minds and causes rested not on 
reason or the senses but on the workings of the 
imagination which was naturally constituted so as 
to make a coherent structure out of the disorderly 
flux of sense-impressions that was all we really 
knew. Hume’s intentions are ambiguous and in¬ 
secure enough for it to have been plausibly argued 
that he was not really a sceptic at all but rather a 
defender of “natural behef” against irrelevantly 
rigorous criteria of knowledge. 

This interpretation is in sympathy with a doc¬ 
trine deriving from G. E. Moore, and ultimately 
from Reid, which argues that common-sense be¬ 
liefs are more deserving of our confidence than the 
arguments of sceptical philosophers and that phi¬ 
losophical scepticism is insincere, or, at best, 
“methodological”, a technique for bringing to 
light principles and criteria of knowledge ordina¬ 
rily taken for granted. To the followers of Witt¬ 
genstein philosophical scepticism is a symptom of 
conceptual confusion and disorder, an indication 
that language is being misunderstood and put to an 
improper use. It is argued that we can only learn 
what “knowledge” and “certainty” mean by hear¬ 
ing them used in connection with material objects, 
past events, other people's feelings and so on, and 
that it is senseless to inquire whether these para¬ 
digm cases arc genuine instances of knowledge and 
certainty. 

Wisdom and Ayer have suggested that prob¬ 
lems in the theory of knowledge have a character¬ 
istic pattern and commonly arise in a sceptical form. 
In each case there is an apparent conflict between 
(i) our evidence, what is given or known directly 
(sense-impressions, present events, other people's 
words and deeds, particular occurrences), (2) what 
we claim to know (material things, past events, 
other people's feelings, laws of nature) and (3) the 


fact that what we claim 10 know goes logically 
beyond the evidence for it. Sceptical theories say 
that we must abandon the claims to knowledge (2). 
But there arc less catastrophic ways out of the dif¬ 
ficulty. Causal and analogical theories resolve the 
inconsistency by appealing to principles that val¬ 
idate inference from the evidence to logically dis¬ 
tinct conclusions. Reductive theories like phe- 
nomenalism deny (3); intuitionist theories like 
naive realism deny that we are confined to the 
evidence specified in (i). To many philosophers 
scepticism is of no serious importance as a philo¬ 
sophical theory. Its point is to make us aware 
of what is involved in our claims to knowledge 
and perhaps, by doing so, to render them more 
secure. (a.Q.) 

Sceptics, name given to certain groups of philo¬ 
sophers in the Hellenistic-Roman period who, 
doubting the adequacy of senses and reason to 
furnish knowledge of the nature of things, advo¬ 
cated the withholding of assent and suspension of 
judgment. There arc three phases: (i) Pyrrhonism 
(late fourth and third century b.c.), inaugurated by 
Pyrrho, expounded by his pupil Timon; (2) the 
Middle and New Academy (third to first century 
B.C.), Arcesilaiis, Carncadcs. Clitomachus, Philo of 
Larissa; (3) from the first century B.c. the new 
Pyrrhonism of Aencsidemus and Agrippa. 

The common ground of this movement was an 
epistemological attack on all philosophies which 
were dogmatic, that is, claimed to have discovered 
truth. There seems no way, said the Sceptics, of 
penetrating beyond the awareness of phenomena 
or “appearances” to a knowledge of external ob¬ 
jects. Sense perception can be shown tc give 
differing and contradictory reports and there is no 
criterion in sensation itself to distinguish true from 
false impressions. Nor can this be supplied by 
reason or judgment, for there is no criterion of 
correct judgment, and an attempt to find one can 
merely lead to an infinite regress. 7 hus there seems 
to be no criterion of knowledge; phenomena give 
no certain evidence of anything beyond them¬ 
selves; we must withhold our assent from their 
truth and falsity and live in a state of suspended 
judgment. Naturally difficulties and disagreements 
arose in the department of ethics. 

Yet to Pyrrho of Elis (r. 36<w. 270 B.c.) the eth- 
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ical end of imperturbability was the mainspring of 
his philosophy. This was a typical goal of his 
troubled age; the novelty of Pyrrho lay in the 
method by which he sought to attain it. With no 
means of arriving at knowledge, no single tiling 
could be said to be in itself any more tliis than that; 
no argument judged more certain than its opposite; 
the external stimulus of belief, desire, emotion thus 
severed, produced inditfcrencc, on which followed 
tranquilhty. But now a man is left with no better 
guide for action than custom and convention. 

Pyrrhonism faded out before the dialectical scep¬ 
ticism of the Middle and New academy, a logical 
attack directed principally against the Stoic theory 
of knowledge, which held that special sense- 
perceptions caused by real objects, corresponding 
exactly to them and of such a type that they could 
not have been caused othcrwi.se, irresistibly de¬ 
manded the assent of the wise man. Arcesilaus of 
Pitanc (315-241/0 B.c.) argued that tliis must de¬ 
pend on judgment, of wliich there is no criterion ; 
that there is no distinguishable mark between true 
and false perceptions; that the latter may be as 
irresistible as the former. He went on to deny that 
anything was apprehensible, and thus also the pos¬ 
sibility of knowledge. He seems to have been less 
interested in ethics, but maintained that certainty 
was unnecessary for action, an adequate criterion 
being a reasonable defence for one’s action. In 
teaching he adopted the basic sceptic practice of 
arguing impartially on both sides of any question. 
While his scepticism may have found roots in Soc¬ 
rates as well as Pyrrho, it is not easy to see how 
his teaching of Plato was integrated with his views. 
Carneades of Cyrene (214/213-129/8 b.c.), the most 
formidable of the Sceptics, developed and system¬ 
atized the whole attack against dogmatism. With 
a wealth of brilliant argument against the possibility 
that true and false sense-impressions are distin¬ 
guishable in themselves, and against the capacity of 
any rational process, which being based on sensa¬ 
tion loses any certitude with it, to do more than 
test formal vahdity, he swept the irresistible percep¬ 
tion of the Stoa from the field. With a criticism 
that the attribution of human quahties to God in¬ 
volved contradiction, he severely damaged their 
anthropocentric theology; insisting on the necessity 
of freedom of will for moral action, and distin¬ 
guishing between causality and succession, he at- 
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tacked the theories of divination, providence and 
fatalism. In a systematic review of all ethical ends 
be brought the Stoic moral goal into logical dif¬ 
ficulties, and he liiinself, on a famous embassy to 
Rome in 166/5, argued the relativity of moral 
terms. In practical life he proposed a theory of 
probability as a guide for action; there were three 
grades of probability: the probable: the probable 
and undisputed; the piobable, undisputed and 
tested; the latter being the higlicst state of belief 
that is reached when a whole system of connected 
ideas is formed agreeing logically with each other. 
A man tliinks he sees a snake in a dark room; after 
investigation he believes it to be a coiled rope, from 
the consistency of the evidence for that view. Car- 
neadcs left no writings, but was fuUy reported by 
his voluminous successor, Chtomachus of Car¬ 
thage. Pliilo of Larissa was still maintaining scep¬ 
ticism in the first century b.c. but his successor, 
Antiochus of Ascalon, turned the Academy to an 
eclecticism in which Stoic views were incorporated. 

It was outside the Academy that the scentical 
movement flowed strongly for the next two or 
three centuries. The new sect professed to look 
beyond the Academy to the more complete scep¬ 
ticism of Pyrrhonism. Academic sceptics had no 
right to deny dogmatically the possibihty of know¬ 
ledge; assent should be wuhcld even from this; the 
word sceptic in Greek imphed a persistence m in¬ 
quiry. On the other hand there seemed no basis 
even for opinion; a man could but take things as 
he found them and live by custom, convention, 
tradition. But they accepted gladly the Academic 
tradition of dialectical argument, and combining 
with this the empiricism of the Empiric Medical 
School, drew up a complete systematisation of 
sceptic argument classified under formulae, each 
abundantly illustrated. Aenesid^ mus of Cnossus, 
probably an carher contemporary of Cicero, dealt 
with the relative nature of sense-perception in his 
Ten Tropes (or Modes) of Withholding Assent. 
No perception is “pure”, but so far relative to the 
percipient, object and concomitant external and 
internal circumstances, as to render the object itself 
inapprehensible. Later Agrippa in his Five Modes 
of Attack used relativity like Acnesidemus, and 
found four types of fallacies in their arguments: 
discrepancy of theories, infinite regress, hypothet¬ 
ical assumption, circular reasoning. We finally hear 
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of two tiltimatc Modes: nothing is apprehended 
intuitively, because of the disagreement of philo¬ 
sophers of which there is no criterion; nor can any¬ 
thing be apprehended through something else, or 
one is involved in circular reasoning or infinite 
regress. The attack on causation, fundamental to 
any dogmatic philosophy, is likewise classified by 
Aenesidemus in Eight Modes, directed against the 
inadmissibility of a dogmatic jump to the non- 
apparent, unconfirmed by any evidence from ap¬ 
pearances. There is no certain connection between 
rcahty and phenomena; a reason is arbitrarily 
chosen to suit the theory of the moment. There is 
also an interesting argument on the relativity of 
cause and effect: if cause is productive of effect it 
must exist before it (which will lead to an infinite 
regress); but since cause is relative to effect it can¬ 
not be prior in existence (and their relativity makes 
any argument concerning them circular). The 
whole edifice of scepticism may be explored in the 
works of Sextus Empiricus (late second century 
A.D.) all the more valuable for their lack of orig- 
inahty. 

The gadfly of Scepticism was clearly of immense 
importance in an age dominated by the dogmatic 
philosophies of Stoicism and Epicureanism; indeed 
a persistent movement of doubt and inquiry which 
insists on keeping open for examination any asser¬ 
tion seems fundamental for all philosophy. In par¬ 
ticular the examination of sense-perception, causal¬ 
ity and probability is of great interest for much 
recent philosophy. (i.g.k.) 

Schiller, Ferdinand Canning Scott (1864-1937), 
British philosopher, Fellow of Corpus Christi 
College, Oxford, and, in later life. Professor of 
Philosophy in the University of Southern Califor¬ 
nia. He was a personal friend of William James, 
with whose pragmatic philosophy he was in close 
sympathy, though he claimed to have arrived at the 
basic principles of pragmatism before he had heard 
of the name or read other pragmatist writings. Un¬ 
like James he was a very polemical writer; he was 
convinced that the fashions in philosophy prev¬ 
alent at his time in Oxford were obsoirantist and 
quite without worth. As a result a great part of his 
writings are devoted to attacks, particularly on 
F. H. Bradley and those whom he called the “for¬ 
mal logicians”, often couched in an ad hominem 


form which at a later date is somewhat tedious. 
But he had a powerful and original mind and his 
now little-read works contain much that is worth 
reading. 

Wliile subscribing to pragmatism in the form 
given to it by James, Schiller preferred to call his 
position humanism, or later, voluntarism. His basic 
thesis was that all human activities are moulded by 
and are only intelligible by reference to human 
purposes. This, he held, was true of thinking as 
well as action; the conceptual frameworks we em¬ 
ploy, the modes of reasoning that we adopt and the 
beliefs we hold can have their only justification in 
their utility for human aims. It is mere consistency 
to apply this doctrine to truth; formally to cah a 
statement true is to evaluate it favourably, as to 
call an action good is to evaluate it favourably; but 
the criterion for this evaluation is utihty in the 
cognitive sphere. 

Much of Schiller’s effort was devoted to the ap- 
pheation of his “humanist” thesis to this logic. In 
his Formal Logic (1912) and his Logic for Use - An 
Introduction to the Voluntarist Theory of Knowledge 
(1929) Schiller maintained that the (then) prevalent 
view of reasoning as exhibited in logic books was 
wholly nustaken; his principle charges were that 
formal logic operated with illegitimate abstractions 
in speaking of propositions since meaning and 
truth were dependent on the time, place and cir¬ 
cumstances of communication, and secondly that 
validity as a criterion of success in reasoning was 
useless since no concrete argument could be for¬ 
mally valid and unquestionally good arguments in 
all fields made no attempt even to approximate to 
such an ideal. In place of formal logic he offered an 
account of reasoning which in its stress of verifica¬ 
tion, hypothesis and approximation anticipated 
many features of later accounts of scientific thought. 

Schiller’s own summary account of his views 
can be found in his article, Why Humanism? in 
Contemporary British Philosophy^ Volume I (1924). 

(j.o.u.) 

Schlick, Friedrich Albert Moritz (1882-1936), ed¬ 
ucated in Berlin, originally as a physicist. After 
teaching at Rostock and Kiel he was called (1922) 
to Mach’s chair of the Philosophy of the Inductive 
Sciences in Vienna, where he later founded the 
Vienna Circle (see also Logical Positivism). He 
was a visiting Professor in the United States, in 
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1929 and 1932. In 1936, Schlick was assassinated in 
Vienna by a demented student. The impending 
break-up of the Vicmia Circle was hastened by his 
death. 

Despite his scientific training, SchUck’s early 
writings arc largely on moral and aesthetic ques¬ 
tions, and display a poetic sensibility not often con¬ 
spicuous in his later work. He subsequently gained 
notice as an expositor of relativity-theory (1917), 
and as the author of a treatise on epistemology 
(AUgemcine Erkeuntnislehre 1918; second edition. 
1925), in which many of liis more characteristic 
doctrines occur in preliminary form. Here, in op¬ 
position to Kant, it is argued, from an empiricist 
standpoint, that the propositions of logic and 
mathematics are not synthetic a priori but true 
by definition, analytic, and hence empty of con¬ 
tent. Scientific theories, on the other hand, are 
.1 posteriori systems of concepts, whose truth de¬ 
pends on correspondence, inasmuch as the conse¬ 
quences drawn from them must be capable of veri¬ 
fication by observed facts. Nor are these facts sen¬ 
sations merely, as they wore for Mach; any tiling 
answering to a scientific concept may legitimately 
be taken as real. More typical than this temporary 
acceptance of realism are Schlick’s views on the 
mind-body problem, which he regards as spurious, 
in that the supposed dualism involved is merely a 
duality in our ways of describing the phenomena. 

Schlick's later opinions (Gesammelte Aufsdtzc 
1^26-36, 1938) reflect the influence of Wittgen¬ 
stein and Camap, and consist, in effect, of an ex¬ 
tension of the last-mentioned theory to all the tra¬ 
ditional problems of philosophy. Such problems 
arise “only from an inadequate description of the 
world by means of a faulty language”, and the task 
of philosophy is not to solve them, but merely to 
clarify the question in dispute. It will then appear 
that the answer is cither ascertainable, in principle, 
by scientific methods, or else is void from the start, 
since the question itself is so framed that there could 
be no evidence relevant to its decision. The meta¬ 
physical assertions of idealism, materialism, re¬ 
alism, etc. are all in this sense meaningless, that no 
possible combination of sense-experiences could 
serve cither to verify their claims or even to prove 
them false. 

In basing verification (and meaning) on immedi¬ 
ate scnsc-cxpcricncc, Schlick, like other empir- 


Schopenhauer 

idsts, was seeking an incorrigible foundation for 
knowledge. But the attempt leads to many para¬ 
doxes, and even imperils the foundations of com¬ 
munication, since meaning defined in terms of 
private experience is plainly inaccessible to anyone 
else Sclilick’s explanation, that the “structure” of 
experience is communicable, but its “content” be¬ 
yond description, did not give general satisfaction, 
and the problem of formulating the “basic” or in¬ 
corrigible propositions required by this theory was 
a source of much subsequent dissension in the 
Vienna Circle. (p.l.h.) 

Scholasticism, see Medieval Philosophy, 

Schopenhauer, Arthur (1788-1860), German 
metaphysician, best known for his main work, The 
World as Will and Idea, and for his acid essays. He 
was born in Danzig. His father was a businessman, 
his mother a writer. He spent some time in England 
in connection with his father*s business and read 
English and French easily. After his father’s death 
he devoted himself entirely to philosophy, being 
able to live comfortably on liis inheritance. He 
could not get along with his mother and had some 
other unfortunate experiences with women, and 
his ridiculously vehement essay On Women, which 
has probably been read more widely than anything 
else he ever wrote, airs a deeply personal resent¬ 
ment. 

His diatribe “On University Philosophy” also 
has a personal background. He applied to become 
a lecturer at the University of Bcrhn, was found 
acceptable by a committee on which Hegel sat 
among others, and then decided to offer Iiis lec¬ 
tures at the same hours as Hegel, The claim, en¬ 
countered in the literature, that Schopcnliaucr ran 
out of material before the term was up, is utterly 
implausible; but that he failed to win away students 
from Hegel, then at the height of his fame, is a fact; 
and so his university career ended in failure. After 
that, he outdid himself in vituperating Hegel, 
Schelling, and Fichte, calling them windbags and 
charlatans, although his own philosophy owed a 
great deal to Fichte’s conception of the wiU, and he 
heard Fichte as a student. 

The two pliilosophcrs he admired most were 
Kant and Plato, and he considered himself the 
rightful heir of Kant, wliile regarding Fichte, Schel- 
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ling, and Hegel as usurpers. Like Fichte, he found 
Kant’s doctrine of the unknowable thing-in-itsclf 
unacceptable, and thought that he had discovered 
what the ultimate reality is: will. This will has no 
purpose or aim and is not reasonable or rational; 
it is blind striving. At this point, Schopenhauer may 
have been influenced by the First Part of Goethe’s 
Faust. He personally knew and greatly admired 
Goethe, and, like Hegel, sided with Goethe’s 
Farbenlehre (Doctrine of Colours) against Newton. 

The details of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics and 
ethics have had httle influence. His historical im¬ 
portance is conveniently summed up in terms of 
three points. First, he was the first major European 
philosopher to make a point of atheism. Hobbes 
and Hume went out of their way to dissociate 
themselves from atheism, while von Holbach is re¬ 
membered, if indeed he is remembered, mainly 
because he was an atheist. Schopenhauer’s fame 
was based on other grounds. 

Secondly, he was the first major European philo¬ 
sopher who called attention to, and was pro¬ 
foundly influenced by, the Upanishads and Bud¬ 
dhism. He insisted on the universality of suffering 
and probably described it in greater detail than any 
philosopher before him. He is therefore frequently 
referred to as a pessimist. And he claimed that man 
can find salvation only by overcoming the blind 
cosmic will. Outright suicide will do not because it 
is an assertion of will. (Since Schopenhauer did not 
accept the Indian doctrine of the transmigration of 
souls, tliis point remaias unclear). There arc mainly 
three aids to salvation: philosopliic knowledge, 
contemplation of works of art, and sympathy for 
others, based on the recognition that we are only 
phenomenally distinct from others while in reality 
we arc one. This ethic of sympathy contrasts very 
sharply with the ethic by which Schopenhauer 
himself lived: few plulosophcrs have been more 
lacking in sympathy for others. In addition to 
women and other philosophers Schopenhauer 
loathed Jews. 

Finally, Schopenhauer’s voluntarism inaugu¬ 
rated an increased emphasis on the will and on the 
irrational in modern philosophy. Although Kier¬ 
kegaard and Nietzsche, Vaihingcr and James, 
Bergson and Freud clearly did not agree with him, 
their ideas suggest that Schopenhauer marks an 
important point of departure in the history of 
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thought. His conception of the intellect as an in¬ 
strument of the will is especially noteworthy in tliis 
connection. 

Initially, The World as Will and Idea attracted no 
attention at all, even after Schopenhauer added a 
second volume by way of elaborating his meta- 
physic. Of two essays on ethics which he submitted 
for two prize contests in Scandinavia, one won a 
prize, the other did not; so he published them to¬ 
gether, specifying on the title page “crowned 
by . . .*’ and *\wt crowned by confident that 

he would thus immortalize in infamy the academy 
that had passed him by. Late in hfc, he witnessed 
and relished his growing fame. It may be that the 
widespread disillusionment after the unsuccessful 
revolutions of 1848 helped to make his pessimism 
popular, as has often been claimed. Certainly, his 
clearly written essays, published as Parerga und Par- 
alipomena, helped to find liim an audience. 

Among his declared and devoted admirers were 
Richard Wagner, whose Tristan and Isolde tries to 
realise in music Schopenhauer’s blind will; the 
young Nietzsche, who later outgrew his earlier 
infatuation with Schopenhauer; and Thomas 
Mann. To these one might add uncounted non- 
philosophcrs, especially young people, who have 
turned to Schopenhauer for inspiration and solace. 

(W.K.) 

Scotus, John Duns (t. 1266-1308), born in Scot¬ 
land. Scotus joined the Franciscan order in 1281 
and later studied and taught both at Oxford and 
at Paris. He died prematurely in 1308. 

His main works are the two commentaries on 
tlic Sentences of Peter Lombard named after the 
place of their dehvery Opus Oxoniense and Repor- 
tJta Parisiensia. Understanding of the true character 
of his thought was for a long time hampered by the 
false attribution of the later Theoremata and Cram- 
matica Speculativa to him. 

Scotus combines acceptance of the typically Aris- 
totehan theory of knowledge directed to the nature 
of physical objects and acliieved by die abstractive 
power of the intellect with the more typically 
Franciscan view of the soul as a substance in its own 
right, hence with powers of intellection not con¬ 
fined to sensible reality but capable of apprehend¬ 
ing the total range of being. The subde mingling 
of these two divergent tendencies which earned 



liim his title of Doctor Subtilis accounts for his 
characteristic metaphysical positions. 

Scotns argues that the proper object of philo¬ 
sophical speculation is reality or being, without any 
of the determinations which restrict it to one mode 
(for example, infinite being or God) rather than to 
another (for example, sensible being). But the hu¬ 
man mind is hampered in its attempt to achieve a 
metaphysic by having to draw its knowledge from 
the sensible. So metaphysics is an abstract science 
of essences bearing upon a univocal field of being 
which is differentiated in terms of formal distinc¬ 
tions. These fall short of actual differences but arc 
not merely the product of the mind’s activity. 
Actual distinctness or the physical existence with 
which we are acquainted is finally accounted for by 
a form of “thisness” or bacccitas. 

There can be no doubt that Scotus himself was a 
profound and able tliinker but later, in the hands of 
less able followers, his Formalism degenerated into 
endless verbosity which contributed greatly to the 
collapse of scholastic thinking. (j.c.D.) 

Seneca, Lucius Annaeus {c. s B.C.-65 a.d.), ofCor- 
duba, Spain, a Roman Stoic. 1 Ic switchbacked 
from a dangerous pliilosophical and rhetorical emi¬ 
nence under Caligula, to banishment unde« Clau¬ 
dius; soared as millionaire tutor and confidant of 
Nero, to sink into prudent retirement and death by 
enforced suicide. In the main a follower of Cliry- 
sippus, he was also influenced strongly by Panac- 
tius and Posidonius, but liis works have a Latin 
flavour both in thought and presentation; Cato 
was his hero, Roman rhetoric his medium. He 
most notably changed the doctrine of the Stoics by 
grafting the Roman concept of will on to their 
intellcctualism, and altered its direction by apply¬ 
ing their individualistic philosophy to the govern¬ 
ment of the Roman Empire. His shortcomings as 
philosopher and pohtician arc due to inherent 
contradictory tendencies towards worldy ambiti¬ 
ons on the one hand and to sincere Stoic idealism 
on the other ; the resulting discrepancy of actions 
and professions may be mitigated by his honest 
belief that he was compelled politically to justify 
means by end, and that his philosophical teaching 
was the result of self-examination of his own moral 
struggles. But the weakness of his character formed 
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his Stoicism, rather than his philosophy his char¬ 
acter; thus the question of the capacity of the Stoa 
as an educative force in politics remained un¬ 
answered. (i.g.k.) 

Sense-data (singular ; sense-datum) i.s a compar¬ 
atively new word for an idea that is almost as old as 
pliilosophy, namely the immediate object of sense- 
perception. In the past philosophers have spoken of 
sensible species, ideas, impressions, representations, 
sensations and the given. Sense-datum has been 
preferred to these on the grounds of its comparative 
neutrality. As a tcclmical term it presupposes as 
httle as possible about the nature and the origins of 
perception’s immediate objects. It is as hard to find 
a neutral definition for sense-datum as it is to find 
a neutral term for the idea it expresses. From the 
time of Heraclitus, Protagoras and Democritus 
many philosophers have been persuaded that in¬ 
dependent, external, material things are not the 
direct or immediate objects of perception. In any 
perceptual situation we can always doubt that what 
we perceive is a real material thing. It nught be a 
hallucination or we might be dreaming. But there 
is something we cannot doubt, for whatever, if 
anything, may be going on outside us, we may be 
sure that our senses arc affected in a certain way and 
this indubitable residue is our current sense-datum. 
Though we may be in doubt as to how things arc, 
we cannot be in doubt as to how tilings appear to 
us to be now. So to say how things appear to us 
now, with no implication that this is how they 
really arc or how they would appear to anyone else, 
is to describe our current sense-data. Most of our 
ordinary perceptual beliefs involve a good deal of 
inference. In taking what I now sec to be a chair, I 
ascribe to it a back, a texture and a weight, but none 
of these are at the moment present to my senses. 
The inferred elements of our perceptual beliefs arc 
the dubitablc ones. The sense-datum is what re¬ 
mains when they arc suppressed. 

It is clear that sense-data are private. My sense- 
data may resemble yours but this likeness can only 
be established by a complex and precarious infer¬ 
ence and is always a contingent matter. The fact of 
hallucination shows that it is possible for a man to 
have a sense-datum to which nobody clsc’s sense- 
data correspond at all. I'hc privacy of sensc-daU 
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follows from their being defined in terms of what 
appears to me. There is no very clear or uniform 
convention about the extent or complexity of 
sense»data. Are wc to call all dreams, hallucinations, 
memories and images sense-data even when wc arc 
not in the least tempted to suppose that we arc 
perceiving some real material thing ? Is my current 
sense-datum the whole of what I am sensibly aware 
of at this instant or is it what I am aware of by 
means of any one sense, my current visual field for 
example; or is it any one discriminable part of a 
current sense-field? Pliilosophical usage tends to 
favour the last of these. A more substantial problem 
arises about the duration of sense-data. Can I be 
aware of the same sense-datum twice or do sense- 
data endure only for one specious present? Some 
philosophers have held that sense-data can have 
properties which they do not appear to have. 
Against them Ayer has argued that sense-data are 
by definition precisely and entirely what they ap¬ 
pear to be. 

There arc two main arguments to prove that 
sense-data arc necessarily distinct from material ob¬ 
jects, First, the argument from illusion. My sense- 
datum, what I immediately perceive, may be just 
the same in a case where I am really perceiving a 
friend as it is in a case where I am undergoing the 
hallucination of seeing him. Since what I imme¬ 
diately perceive is precisely the same in both cases 
and cannot be a material object in one of them it 
cannot be a material object in either. Secondly, the 
causal or time-lag argument. The perception of 
very remote events, such as the explosion of stars, 
brings out dramatically something that is always 
temporally earlier, even if only minutely, than the 
event of perceiving it. But, it is argued, wc can only 
perceive what is present, since to say that some¬ 
thing is present is simply to say that it is contem¬ 
porary with my current perception. 

If sense-data are distinct from material objects, 
the ftmdamental and traditional problem of per¬ 
ception presents itself: what is the relation of sense- 
data to material objects, how can wc have any 
knowledge about material objects if all wc imme¬ 
diately perceive is sense-data ? Some philosophers, 
Hume for instance, have been sceptical of the va¬ 
lidity of any inference from sense-data to material 
things. More commonly it has been held cither, 
with Locke, that wc can reasonably infer material 


objects as the causes of our scnsc-dato, or, with 
Berkeley and Phenomenalism, that material ob¬ 
jects arc entirely composed of sense-data, actual or 
possible or both. In opposition to the sense-datum 
theory two main tendencies can be discerned in 
contemporary philosophy. One view, that of Ryle, 
is that there are no such things. Another, less rad¬ 
ical, view is that though there arc sense-data they 
are not the only things that we immediately per¬ 
ceive, they are the causes rather than the grounds of 
our perceptual beliefs and for the most part their 
existence and character is a matter of inference. 

(a.Q.) 

Sensum, see sense-data. 

Sidgwick Henry, (1828-1900), English philo¬ 
sopher, Knightbridge Professor of Moral Philoso¬ 
phy in the University of Cambridge from 1883 
until his death. He was throughout his adult life a 
Cambridge man and he was a very typical Cam¬ 
bridge product. He wrote on economics as well as 
on philosophy and was a founder member of the 
Society for Psychical Research and its first President. 

The work for which Sidgwick is remembered is 
The Method of Ethics, published in 1874 but mod¬ 
ified and expanded in subsequent editions. He there 
adopted a hedonistic utilitarian position, but witli 
a far clearer recognition of the many-sidedness of 
moral problems and a far more professional treat¬ 
ment of the problems arising from his viewpoint 
than is common. Having denied that moral terms 
can be defined in non-moral terms Sidgwick goes 
on to contend that morality is founded on one a 
priori moral intuition that “we ought to aim at 
pleasure**, that pleasure is the supreme and only 
good. Any other basic moral knowledge is con¬ 
cerned with the way pleasure should be distrib¬ 
uted; thus we know that similar cases ought to be 
treated similarly and that “the good of any one in¬ 
dividual is of no more importance, from the point 
of view of the universe, than the like good of any 
other”. From these basic positions Sidgwick de¬ 
duces the principle of benevolence: “each one is 
morally bound to regard the good of any other 
individual as much as his own**. Sidgwick acknow¬ 
ledges that in practice people are swayed morally 
by rules of conduct and not by general principles 
of universalisdc hedonism; he himself is willing to 
accept these rules of conduct on the ground that 
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they are a means to the utilitarian end. This posi¬ 
tion is however complicated by the fact that Sidg- 
wick finds himself compelled to acknowledge as 
self-evident the principle that “it is irrational for 
me to sacrifice my happiness to any other end” the 
principle of rational ethical egoism. Sidgwick is 
well aware of the apparent incompatibility of this 
principle with the universalistic hedonism which is 
his other main contention; he regards this incom¬ 
patibility as the basic problem of ethics, but simply 
finds himself unable honestly to deny cither the 
principle of egoism or the principle of benevolence. 
His solution of the dilemma is to suggest that the 
universe is so arranged that egoism and universal 
benevolence never come into conflict and that wc 
can follow the principle of benevolence with the 
assurance that wc shall not thereby violate the ra¬ 
tional principle of egoism. Thus Sidgwick, in his 
anxiety to do justice to all the facets of morality, 
attempts to harmonize a number of positions which 
arc usually regarded as essentially opposed; he is 
utilitarian and deontologist, egoist and univer- 
salist. No one has been able to accept this position 
as Sidgwick stated, it but his acute and candid rec¬ 
ognition of the merits of opposed views gives the 
book much of its worth. (j.o.u.) 

Siger of Brabant (1235-40 - 1281-84), French 
philosopher, with Boetliius of Dacia and Bernier of 
NivcDcs, a leader of the so-callcd Latin Averroists. 
These men were members of the Faculty of Arts at 
the University of Paris and claimed to be pure philo¬ 
sophers, of the school of Aristotle, and in no way 
theologians. They accepted the distinction of truths 
of reason and truths of faith wliich had been made 
by Averroes and proceeded to work out ruthlessly 
their philosophy, which was an Aristotelianism col¬ 
oured by the interpretation of Averroes and Avi¬ 
cenna. Some of their doctrines, such as that of the 
eternity of the world, the unity of intellect in all 
human beings and determination of human affairs 
by astral influences, went straight against the Chris¬ 
tian dogmas of creation, the individual soul and 
divine providence; these doctrines and others wliich 
they held were condemned in 1270 and again in 
1277, but their authors maintained that these philo¬ 
sophical tenets did not conflict with their faith 
in the truth of revelation. Siger is alleged to have 
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been murdered by his own secretary who had gone 

(j-O.u.) 

Social Contract theories arc theories which at¬ 
tempt to explain the duty of obedience to the laws 
and civil authority by reference to a contract or 
compact or promise to obey made for the sake of 
the benefits gained from the civil society thereby 
instituted. There arc many different versions of the 
contract theory; a version, not accepted by Plato, 
is given in Republic Book 11 ; famous modern ver¬ 
sions arc those of Hobbes in the Leviathan, Locke 
in the Second Treatise of Civil Government and Rous¬ 
seau in the Social Contract. These versions differ 
from each other as regards both the parties to the 
contract and its terms; they also differ in the degree 
to which the historicity of the contract is affirmed, 
since some authors content themselves with a tacit 
or imphed contract. The theory was destructively 
criticised by Hume in his Essay “Of the original 
contract” and by Hegel in his Philosophy of Ri^ht 
from a very different point of view and it must 
now be regarded as part of history, though it can 
still be met in popular discussion and writing. 
See also Political philosophy. (j.o.u.) 

Socrates (469-399 b.c.), Greek philosopher of 
Athens. We know nothing for certain about Soc¬ 
rates except that some writer^ have given us des¬ 
criptions of him, and that these writers are far from 
being minutely conscientious historians like Thu¬ 
cydides. He left no writings of his own, and prob¬ 
ably never made any. All our information and mis¬ 
information about him comes from Aristophanes 
or Xenophon or Plato, whose lives overlapped his, 
or from Aristotle, who was probably born some 
thirteen years after the year in which, according to 
Plato, Socrates was tried and put to death for “cor¬ 
rupting the young men and not believing in the 
gods of the city”. 

(i) The Evidence of Aristophanes. The only state¬ 
ment common to all four of these writers is that 
there was a philosopher called Socrates. Beyond 
that, the picture of Socrates in Aristophanes* farce 
The Clouds should be entirely disbelieved, because 
it contains nothing agreeing with the other three 
and nothing individual or unusual, but on the con¬ 
trary appears to be just the popular idea of a sophist 
at the time, dubbed “Socrates** and given a mask 
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that resembled the pronounced features of the real 
Socrates. 

(2) The Evidence of Xenophon. We have Xeno¬ 
phon’s Memories of Socrates a work of some 180 
pages, consisting mainly of amusing little dialogues 
between Socrates and various other persons, at 
some of which Xenophon says he was present; his 
Apology of Socrates, a short report of the trial, which, 
however, Xenophon does not claim to have at¬ 
tended ; his Oeconomicus, in which Socrates discusses 
household management; and his Symposium, de¬ 
picting a party at which Socrates is present. Though 
in some of his other works Xenophon is a serious 
historian, it is quite clear that his Socratic writings 
arc fictions embodying scraps of truth, and got up 
to look like truth by the storyteller’s device of 
saying “1 was there”. They should be believed only 
so far as they agree with Plato or Aristotle. 

(3) The Evidence of Aristotle. Aristotle, who now 
and then tried to be a historian of pliilosophy, gives 
us the most likely account we have of Socrates* 
thought ; 

Socrates “occupied” himself with the excellences 
of character, and in connexion with them be¬ 
came the first to raise the problem of universal 
definition ... It was natural that Socrates should 
be seeking the essence, for he w'as seeking to 
syllogize, and “what a thing is” is the starting- 
point of syllogisms... Two things may be fairly 
ascribed to Socrates, inductive arguments and 
universal definition, both of w'hich are concerned 
with the starting-point of science; but Socrates 
did not make the universal or the definitions 
exist apart. (Aristotle, Metaphysics M. 4. trans¬ 
lated by Ross.) 

This attributes the following to Socrates: 

1. He occupied himself with the excellencies 
of character. 

2. He was the first to raise the problem of 
definition. 

3. He sought the essence, or “what a thing is”. 

4. He sought to syUogize, that is, to find 
demonstrative proofs. 

5. He also used inductive arguments. 

6. He did not make the universals or the def-. 
initions exist apart. 

The sixth of ^esc, which is contradicted by Plato, 
will be considered near the end of this article. The 
other five are well supported by Plato and not con¬ 
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tradicted by Xenophon, and had therefore better 
be accepted by us. 

(4) The Evidence of Plato. Plato’s portrait of So¬ 
crates is by far the most copious and impressive. 
Socrates is the main speaker throughout Plato’s 
early and middle dialogues. His conversation there 
concerns the nature of virtue and of particular vir¬ 
tues, and tends to the view that virtue is knowledge 
and vice is ignorance. He takes a particular virtue 
and a.sks what it is, seeking to find its essence by 
giving a general definition of it. He produces syl¬ 
logistic arguments, that is, arguments where two 
premises when put together necessitate a new 
proposition, the conclusion. And often he recom¬ 
mends one of the premises by an inductive argu¬ 
ment from similar cases. In these ways Plato’s ac¬ 
count agrees excellently with Aristotle’s account. 

Plato’s account has, however, many more fea¬ 
tures than the few that Aristotle gives us; and 
Aristotle does not prepare us for the strange fact 
that the Platonic Socrates uses his inductions and 
syllogisms not for but always against proposed def¬ 
initions of the virtues whose essence he seeks. His 
conversation takes the form of putting questions to 
a single respondent; and a well marked pattern 
appears in these questions. The first question, being 
a request for a definition, docs not admit the ans¬ 
wers yes and no and is a matter of doubt. The sub¬ 
sequent questions, however, do demand the answer 
yes or no; and which of these they demand is usu¬ 
ally obvious. Having obtained a number of ap¬ 
parently disconnected answers in this way, Soc¬ 
rates “syllogizes” them, as Aristotle says, and 
shows that they refute his respondent’s answer to 
the first question. He then asks the rc.spondcnt to 
find another answer to the first question, and treats 
that in the same way. The effect is to show that the 
answerer is contradicting himself, and does not 
know what he thought he knew. Socrates does not, 
however, claim to understand the matter himself. 
On the contrary, he denies all knowledge of it. He 
even denies that he intended to convict his an¬ 
swerer of ignorance. “I was never a teacher of 
anybody.” He says that his questions might, for all 
he knew beforehand, have led to the establishment 
instead of the refutation of the answer given. This 
latter denial is, however, impossible to believe. 
Hence his victims tend to call liim “sly”, as pretend¬ 
ing that he knows less than they do when he knows 
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more. The Greek for slyness is “irony'*: and this is 
the origin of the conception ofirony as the convey¬ 
ance of a statement by words which literally con¬ 
vey the contradictory, and especially the commu¬ 
nication of an affirmative statement by the utter¬ 
ance of its literal negation. 

There is sometliing repellent about this pattern 
of talk; and Plato represents it as incurring con¬ 
demnation from some people. He represents the 
extraordinary personality of Socrates as including 
some other questionable traits, namely tendencies 
to talk homoscxually and to maintain paradox!''al 
doctrines in etliics. Yet there is no doubt that he 
succeeds in making us feel that Socrates* character 
w'as wonderful and uniquely vaKiabk hi liis 5 ym- 
posium he shows us Socrates first as the deep thinker 
who has got “stuck” in contcmplahon outside the 
host’s door and pays no attention to the host’s 
servant, then as the pretended lover easily obtaining 
the scats next the most attractive young men, then 
as a benign cross-examiner of his host, then as the 
philosophical sublimator of earthly love into a reli¬ 
gion of Beauty Herself, and then as the subject of 
a daring and successful encomium by Alcibiades. 
Alcibiades calls him an ugly statue of Silenus that 
opens to show hidden beauties witlnn. He confesses 
to having persistently tempted Socrates and thus 
experienced his unbreakable self-control. He re¬ 
cites Socrates’ formidable calmness and endurance 
on campaign, and affirms his wonderful unlikeness 
to every other human being ahvc or dead. All this 
is to be beheved. 

Like Xenophon, Plato offers us an Apology of 
Socrates, professing to be the three speeches made 
by Socrates at his trial. They are certainly not tran¬ 
scripts. They bear at the best only a remote resem¬ 
blance to what was actually said. Some tlimk that 
Socrates made no defence at all. But probably the 
indictment really was that “Socrates corrupts the 
young men, and docs not believe in the city’s gods 
and believes in new divinities”. Probably if tliirty 
more jurors had voted the other way he really 
would have been acquitted. Probably Socrates then 
really did propose as a penalty that he should be 
fed at public expense, and really did chingc tliis to 
a fine at the request of Plato and other friends in 
court. And, if we believe that he was thus intran¬ 
sigent in his choice of a “penalty” after conviction, 
wc should believe that Plato’s work is probably 


true to life in the magniticcntly proud .'uui im’ocnd- 
ing tone it makes Socrates take with the court. 

Distinct from the question, what Socrates actu¬ 
ally said at liis trial, is the question, which of the 
things that Plato makes him say arc in face true, 
whether Socrates said them at that time or not. It 
is very probably true that Socrates had, as Plato 
makes him say he had, firmly opposed at one time 
the injustice of tyrants and at another time the in¬ 
justice of the people, both at great risk to himself. 
It is also very probably true that Socrates did some¬ 
times declare Kiinselt to enjoy a mysterious “divine 
sign”, a sort of inner voice wliich frequently for¬ 
bade liim to do something he was dunking of 
doing, and whose advice he beheved to be always 
good. It is doubtful, how'cver, whether Socrates 
really thought that he had been “ordered by the 
god, both by oracles and by dreams and by every 
means by winch a divine destiny was ever imposed 
on a man”, to convict men of their ignorance by 
refuting their opinions in cross-examination. 

It was easy to escape from the prison at Athens; 
and probably many of those who voted tor his 
death assumed that Socrates would do so. Plato has 
an exquisite little dialogue, Crito, in winch he shows 
us Socrates’ old friend Crito pleading with liim to 
escape, and Socrates refusing. 7 he reason he gives 
is that, by hi.s choice in puiuiing his life in the city 
ot Athens, he has m deed, though not in word, 
promised to obey the laws of Athens and !'e will 
keep his promise. 

Finally in the nugnificent Phacdo Plato depicts 
the last conversation r.nd death ot Socrates, w bile 
letting us know that he himselt w'^as not there. We 
may believe Plato when he tells us that Socrates* 
wife and clnldrcn visited him on his last day but 
were not present at his death; that liis triends wept 
loudly when he drank the pc'i'on and were re¬ 
buked for it by the unmoved Socrates; that his last 
words were “Crito, we owe a cock to Asclepius; 
pay It and do not neglect it”; that Crito answered 
“That shall be done; think if there is anything 
else”; and that no answer came to this. I'he last 
pages of the Pfuicdo arc ot extraordinary beauty and 
grandeur. 

We had better not believe, however, that Soc¬ 
rates really defended the doctrines wdiich Plato 
represents him as defending on his last day. In the 
Phaedo Plato shows Socrates convinced that thcreis 
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a life after death; he is more likely to be historical 
on this point in the Apology, where he makes 
Socrates treat it as an open question. In the Phaedo 
Plato makes Socra^-cs say that in his youth he had 
a period of interest in physical questions; he may 
have had, but the P/iaedo-passagc is probably only 
a dramatic way of setting certain points of view in 
opposition to each other. In the Phaedo Plato makes 
Socrates expound and assume the theory of Ideas, 
thus coming into conflict with Aristotle’s statement 
that ’‘Socrates did not make the universals or the 
definitions exist apart”. It is very probable tliat 
Aristotle is right, as the tradition holds, in saying 
that the theory of Ideas was the invention of Plato. 
It was a natural step forward from Socratic defini¬ 
tion, but not one that ever occurred to Socrates 
himself. Plato has introduced it into his Phaedo as a 
way of dedicating to Socrates the fruits of Soc¬ 
rates’s teaching, not as a record of that teaching 
itself. 

The greatest value of Plato’s Socrates is his superb 
championship of the ideal of reason, and his high 
and clear conception of what reason demands. He 
impresses us, more than any other figure in lit¬ 
erature, with the supreme importance of thinking 
as well as possible and making our actions conform 
to our thoughts. To this end he preaches the know¬ 
ledge of one’s own starting-points, the hypothetical 
entertainment of opinions, the exploration of their 
consequences and connexions, the wiDingness to 
follow the argument wherever it leads, the public 
confession of one’s thoughts, the invitation to 
others to criticize, the readiness to reconsider, and 
at the same time firm action in accordance with 
one’s present beliefs. Plato’s Apology has in fact 
made Socrates the chief martyr of reason as the 
gospels have made Jesus the chief martyr of faith. 

(R.R.) 

Solipsism. Sometimes we idly fancy that the 
whole world is merely our dream. Solipsism is a 
theory, rather like this fancy, but based on argu¬ 
ment. If asked why I believe in the existence of 
surs, trees and people, I have to reply “My sight, 
hearing, touch, in short, my perceptions tell me so. 
Certainly my perceptions are sorted and supple¬ 
mented by memory, inference and conjecture, but 
without perceptions such thinking has nothing to 
work on. Now perceiving is having sensations. 


But you cannot have, for example, my visual or 
tactual sensations, any more than you can have my 
toothaches. So you cannot perceive anytliing that 
I perceive. The world that my senses acquaint me 
with is private to me. Pven the you that I see and 
hear could no more exist without my existing than 
my toothaches could. I hanker to believe that in¬ 
dependently existing, unperceived things tally with 
the perceived contents of my private world, but 1 
ought to believe that I alone (solus ipse) exist in my 
own right, all else depending on me as my tooth¬ 
aches do.” No important philosophers accept this 
repellent conclusion. But many, accepting the ar¬ 
gument for it, have to postulate non-pcrceptual 
reasons for believing in independently existing 
things and people. We should, instead, reject the 
step in the argument “perceiving is having sensa¬ 
tions”. (g.r.) 

Sophists. In ancient Greece traditional education 
had consisted of music (poetry, drama and in gen¬ 
eral the subjects presided over by the nine muses) 
and gymnastic. In the more sophisticated social 
conditions of the fifth century B.c. tlie need for a 
further education, equivalent to our higher second¬ 
ary and university education, became apparent. The 
sophists were men who offered this higher educa¬ 
tion; they were itinerant university professors who 
wandered from city to city giving course^ of lec¬ 
tures, mainly on rhetoric and the art of getting on, 
in return for fees from their audiences. Thus orig¬ 
inally the term sophist was not in any way a term 
of opprobium - it meant something like “profes¬ 
sor” - and the sophist was not specially concerned 
with philosophy; certainly it is quite mistaken to 
think of the sopliists as forming some philosophical 
school. Some of the sophists, such as Protagoras, 
were indeed very brilliant and influential philo¬ 
sophers, but others confined themselves almost en¬ 
tirely to rhetoric. The establishment of such per- 
n^ent centres of higher education as the schools 
of Plato, Aristotle and Isocrates (aU of whom were 
sophists to the general public) led to the disappear¬ 
ance of the sophists in the middle of the fourth 
century b.c. 

The opprobrium which now atuches to the 
word “sophist” is due to the skilful propaganda 
against the sophists, their rivals, by Plato and Aris¬ 
totle. The basic charge was that the sophists pre- 
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tended to teach knowledge whereas they taught an 
art of getting on which neglected the highest values. 
While there is no doubt some justice in these at¬ 
tacks the spirited defence of the sophists in Grote’s 
History of Greece is still worth reading. 

Among the sophists the best known names are 
Protagoras, Gorgias, Prodicus, Hippias, Antiphon, 
Thrasymachus, Lycaphron and Isocrates, (j.o.u.) 

Spencer, Herbert, (1820-1903), an Englishman. 
He is rarely read now, but achieved an enormous 
and widespread popular reputation in the later 
nineteenth century. In his System of Synthetic Philo¬ 
sophy he surveyed the biological and social sciences, 
with a generalized philosophical notion of evolu¬ 
tion as a unifying concept; though neither con¬ 
temporary nor later philosophers and scientists 
found this survey sufficiently clear and rigorous, it 
achieved great success and influence with many of 
those who were impressed by Darwinian biology 
and ambitious programmes for the development 
of the social sciences. 

In First Principles Spencer maintained that we 
could have knowledge only of phenomena, but 
that we could nevertheless infer to an Unknow¬ 
able, an Incomprehensible Power which is the 
source of phenomena, the most important of which 
is the Law of Evolution which he obscurely phrased 
as follows: “an integration of matter and con¬ 
comitant dissipation of motion, during which the 
matter passes from an indefinite incoherent homo¬ 
geneity to a definite coherent heterogeneity”. In 
his essay “Progress, its Law and Cause” he defined 
progress also as a change from homogeneity; thus 
he typically identified evolution and progress and 
could claim that “progress is not an accident, not 
a thing within human control, but a beneficent 
necessity.” This general conception of evolution 
antedates the publication of Darwin's work and is 
based on the work of German biologists who 
claimed that the feature that distinguished higher 
forms of organisms was increasing specialization 
of organs and functions. 

Life was defined by Spencer as a continuous adjust¬ 
ment of the internal to the external environment; 
to live is to be the sort of thing which continually 
adapts its own nature to be able to deal better with 
its environment. This is the fundamental viewpoint 
of the Principles of Biology and Principles of Psy- 


Spinoza 

chology which follow the First Principles in Syn¬ 
thetic Philosophy. Consistently, he claimed in the 
Principles of Ethics that the principles of ethics “have 
a natural basis”, for moral conclusions follow the 
general law of evolution. Man is capable of indef¬ 
inite change by adaptation to circumstances, in 
particular to the change from wild to settled, civ¬ 
ilized life; in this adaptation man represses old self¬ 
ish traits and develops new ones by virtue of a 
principle of sympathy. Moral principles are rules 
which aid the harmonious, readjusted life of civ¬ 
ilization. A hedonistic element can be legitimately 
recognized since “pleasure promotes function” and 
the law of evolution ensures that those actions we 
find pleasant will be such as tend to have survival 
value. Spencer's attempt to draw etliical con¬ 
clusions from evolutionary principles still finds 
imitators today, fJ.o.u.) 

Speusippus, an Athenian, born towards the end 
of the fifth century b.c,, died 339. He was Plato’s 
nephew and a member of the Academy, and he 
was head of the Academy from Plato’s death in 
347 until his own death. Only fragments of his 
many works survive and we cannot get a compre¬ 
hensive view of his philosophy. Four main points 
may be mentioned, (a) Speusippus maintained -* 
against Eudoxus - that pleasure is not good but 
that pleasure and pain are opposite evils, Plato’s 
Philebus is partly concerned with this controversy 
in the Academy, {b) He wrote a number of works 
of “Classifications”. He seems to have held that no 
one thing can be satisfactorily defined unless all 
other things are also; to understand a concept is to 
know how it is related by similarities and diflfer- 
enccs to all others, (c) Speusippus held that the 
account in Plato’s Timaeus of the making of the 
world was simply an expository device (like math¬ 
ematicians’ talk of “constructing” figures or proofs), 
(d) From Aristotle’s Metaphysics it is dear that 
Speusippus abandoned Plato’s theory of Ideas and 
also recognised more kinds of entity than Plato, 
assigmng diflerent principles to each kind. 

O.L.A.) 

Spinoza, Benedict de, (1632-1677) was born in 
Amsterdam of Jewish parents, who had fled from 
persecution in Portugal at the end of the sixteenth 
century, their families having originally come from 
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Spain. Spinoza was brought up to speak Spanish, 
Portuguese and Hebrew, but he had a less sure 
command of Dutch. He attended a Jewish High 
School in Amsterdam and followed the usual 
course, including a study of the five books of Moses 
and the Talmud. One of his teachers was Rabbi 
Manassch ben Israel, the man who negotiated with 
Cromwell the re-entry of the Jews into England. 
At the age of eighteen, Spinoza went to a Dutch 
teacher, Van den Ende, to learn Latin and the “new 
science**, studying the works of Copenucus, GaH- 
leo, Kepler, Harvey, Huygens and Descartes. 

Spino2a*s father was respected and outstanding 
among the members of the Jewish community, 
many of whom were reverts from enforced Ca¬ 
tholicism in Spain. Holland was a general refuge 
for the persecuted and besides the Jewish com- 
mumty, there were Protestant sects of all shades of 
behef. The leaders of the Jewish commumty were 
naturally anxious to present a united front and to 
cause no scandal to their Dutch neighbours by any 
hint of free thinking or atheism. Spinoza seems to 
have wished to lead a quiet hfe, attending the 
Synagogue and pursuing his studies. He was be¬ 
coming critical of orthodox interpretations of the 
Bible, but he had no wnsh to disturb the behefs of 
others, and imtil his fathcr*s death, was not forced 
into declaring his unorthodoxy. He was then in¬ 
volved in a law suit with his half-sister about their 
father’s estate. Having won it, Spinoza renounced 
his inheritance, taking only a “good bed and bed 
hnen’*. In the course of the dispute, Spinoza’s or¬ 
thodoxy was called in question. The leaders of the 
Synagogue offered him a pension of 1,000 florins 
if he would leave Van den Ende and conform. 
Spinoza refused and was excommunicated, there¬ 
upon moving to a suburb of Amsterdam. In con¬ 
formity with Jewish custom which required all the 
men to learn a trade, he had mastered the art of 
grinding and pohsliing lenses. He now proceeded 
to earn his living by his art, working at it all day 
and studying at night. At this time he changed his 
Hebrew name, Baruch, to its Latin form, Benedict. 
His Short Treatise on Man and his Wellbeing 
was composed at this period. In 1661, he moved to 
a lodging in a small house at Rliijnsburg, where he 
wrote his Tractatus de Emendatione Intellectus. This 
house is now the Spinoza Museum. At this period 
too, Spinoza became acquainted with Henry Ol¬ 


denburg, a German diplomat in London, and one 
of the Secretaries of the Royal Society. Their cor¬ 
respondence which lasted for fifteen years, throw^s 
light on some of the more difficult points in 
Spinoza’s philosophy. In 1663, Spinoza moved to 
Voorburg, near the Hague. By now his fame was 
considerable: a society had been formed to study 
his writings and in response to their insistence, 
Spinoza allowed to be pubhshed his Renati des 
Cartes Principia Philosophiae, with an appendix, 
Cogitata Metaphysica. A Dutch translation imme¬ 
diately appeared. His room in Voorburg became a 
meeting place for the intellectual leaders of the day, 
among them, Huygens and Jan dc Witt. In 1673, 
the Elector Palatine offered Spinoza the Chair of 
Philosophy at the University of Heidelberg, but 
Spinoza refused it; he wished to be left to pursue 
his investigations “in accordance with his own 
mind*’. By this time, he had almost completed the 
Ethics but he put it on one side and began to write 
Tractatus Theologico-Politiats. The occasion was the 
outbreak of mob violence against the de Witts after 
the English defeat of the Dutch navy. It w as said 
that de Witt had brought this disaster upon the 
Dutch people by liis toleration of free flunking and 
atheism. Spinoza knew the Bible as the source of 
reasonable living and designed to show’ that it gave 
no ground for violence and intolerance. The work 
was published and immediately condemned by the 
theologians. 

Spinoza now moved into Amsterdam, and com¬ 
pleting the Ethics^ designed to publish it. Informa¬ 
tion was laid against him to the authorities, and 
Spinoza withdrew the book. He then began work 
on a Hebrew grammar and a translation of the Old 
Testament into Dutch, with the practical object of 
enabling his fellow citizens to become acquainted 
with the biblc so sadly misinterpreted. These plans 
were brought to a sudden end by liis early death, 
at the age of forty-five. 

Inanearly W’ork, TrflcfrtfHs de Emendatione Intel-- 
lectus Spinoza declared the object of his w'ork to be 
entirely practical, the discovery of “the life of bles¬ 
sedness for man*’. It entailed a search for that “by 
whose discovery and acquisition I might be put in 
possession of a joy continuous and supreme to all 
eternity’’. This joy Spinoza called “the intellectual 
love of God’’, and it consists in a clear understand¬ 
ing of the nature of men, of their place in the uni- 
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verse and of the nature of the universe, and the re¬ 
joicing which is an essential feature of carrying on 
well, an activity which is essential to men as human 
beings. Knowledge for Spinoza is a state of clarity 
of the intellect, to be pursued by the correction of 
the understanding, freeing it from the vague and 
confused ideas of sense perception and imagina¬ 
tion, and from the lundrance of inappropriate at¬ 
tachment to objects. It is for these reasons that Spi¬ 
noza’s main work, a largely metaphysical treatise, 
is called the lithics. In it, the system of the universe 
and man’s place in it is shown as iritcUigiblc, the 
free man as finding his blessedness in realising that 
he is a part of tliis system wliich is determined 
throughout. Me rejoices in his true state and this 
rejoicing is accompanied by the idea of God or the 
uiuverse; in Spinoza’s sense of the word, tins is to 
love God, 

When the intellect is working well, making its 
ideas clear and perceiving their implications, it is in 
possession of true ideas and of certainty. “He who 
has a true idea knows at the same time that he has 
a true idea”, {hthus fart 11 , Prop. XLIIl) 1 rue ideas 
arc suitably expressed in definitions uiueh may 
then be deductively developed, the ccmncxion bet¬ 
ween each proposition and the next being self- 
evident. We thus reach a system of true proposi¬ 
tions. A man who proceeds in tins way enjoys 
knowledge of the second grade, ratio; (Hihky Part 
II, Prop. XL, Schol. 2) knowledge of the highest or 
third grade, scientia intuitiva^ belongs to Ciod alone 
though men may sometimes achieve it in little. 
It happens when wc see the interconnexions be¬ 
tween the ideas of a system without the need for a 
step by step process of inference. The lowest grade 
of knowledge, ima^iuatio, is knowledge by .sense 
perception and imagination, by vague signs and 
hearsay. In sense perception, our bodies arc acted 
upon by other bodies, and in imagination, a similar 
effect in the body is brouglit about by association, 
so these two states arc experienced as part only of 
the causal process involved. Sense perception and 
imagination, though not erroneous in themselves, 
lead to error if they arc not placed in their right 
contexts, as states of the body, not parts of a sys¬ 
tem of ideas. Error is always a privation of know¬ 
ledge, a confusion of ideas not seen as confusion. 
Vague signs arc signs such as “man”, “horse’ , 
which stand confusedly for a vast number of par- 
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oculars, in contrast to “Peter”, which stands un¬ 
equivocally for one body-mind in a determinate 
place in the spatio-temporal system. “Man” has no 
place in a system of ideas, but “Peter” may be 
understood as a body-mind in a system of inter¬ 
acting bodies or body-minds. 

The Ltliics consists of a system of definitions, 
axioms and theorems. In Part 1 , the definitions are 
basic, not derivable frt)in any more fundamental 
concepts. They arc interconncv ted and taken to¬ 
gether, they form a basis toi rational theology, the 
sciences of the physical world and of the “mental 
world”. Substance is defined as “that wliuh is in 
Itself and is conceived tluough itself”, attribute as 
“that which the intellect perceives of substance as if 
constituting its cssenct'”. Definition VI equates 
“God” vvitli “substance consisting of inhnitc at¬ 
tributes”.'! akeii with axioms III and IV, these det- 
imtions yield tlic concept of God as One, iniiiute, 
necessarily existing, soiitainmg all being and the 
sole cause of every existing thing. Axiom ill is the 
axiom of causality and axiom IV gives Spinoza’s 
special meaning of “tausc”, “ 1 lie knowledge of an 
effect depends up(^n and nn’oKcs the kiiovs ledge of 
the cause”. Thar is to say, the causal relation tor 
Spinoza is the rclvition ot ground and consequent. 
Subslaiiec, since it is conceived through itself, is us 
c^wn ground, i.c. it is sell-caiised and so necessarily 
existing. 'J here could not be two such beings, for if 
thcic were, cither one would have to be under¬ 
stood m terms of the other, or botli m terms of a 
tlurd tiling winch would then itself be substance. 
Evcrytlnng but .substance is “in .something else, 
through which also it is conceived”, so that there is 
notliing outside substance. 

Substance is not only infinite in being all there is 
but also in being manifested in infiinic attributes, 
each infimtcly modified into “..lodes” which arc 
“m and conceived through” substance under one 
or other of its attributes. Of the infinite number of 
attributes we know' only two, - ''xtcnsioii and 
thought. Although attnbutes were defined as “that 
which the intellect perceives of substance”, they 
are not mental, they arcpctccivrd of sub.stance. 7 bey 
are perceived ot mbstance as ij constituting its es¬ 
sence. Plulosophers have mistakenly supposed that 
thought and extension were substances, so creating 
their own problem of making intclbgiblc a con¬ 
nexion between things ‘\vhich have norlung in 
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common with one another, and so caimot be con¬ 
ceived through one another”. (Ethics. Part I, Ax¬ 
iom V.) Extension and thought are two attributes 
of the one substance, not interacting, but each 
infinitely diversified into modes winch occur to¬ 
gether. The most interesting case of this “occurring 
together” is in human beings, where mental events 
are paralleled by physical events. The mind is “the 
idea of the body”. 

The modal system of extension is facies totius 
universi (the aspect ot the entire universe). It is 
studied at different levels in the sciences of geo¬ 
metry, mechanics and biology. In geometry, the 
concepts of point, line, plane are appropriate, in 
mechanics, smallest bodies, motion and rest. In 
biology, the concept of conatus is fundamental: it 
is “the endeavour with wliich each body perseveres 
in its own existence”. In human bodies, it is some¬ 
times accompanied by awareness, when it is called 
desire. These sciences are firmly founded in the 
metaphysical concept of substance under the attri¬ 
bute of extension. There has been no comparable 
development of the concept under the attribute of 
thought, but tliis is what Spinoza hoped to provide. 
In the Introduction to Part III he says: “I shall con¬ 
sider human actions as if I were considering lines, 
planes or bodies”. Just as a human body is to be 
described in terms of “smallest bodies” acting on 
one another, their motions determined by earlier 
motions, so a human mind is to be described in 
terms of action, passion, adequate ideas, and a men¬ 
tal event in terms of an earlier event. The essence of 
an individual is its conatus, and the cohesion of 
physical parts is patterned by the mind’s awareness 
of its own unity and of its union with the body. 

The differences among simple bodies are express¬ 
ible in terms of degrees of motion-rest, and among 
complex bodies in terms of their own motion-rest 
and that of their parts. The differences among 
minds are expressible in terms of the degrees of 
clearness and adequacy of their ideas. A man whose 
ideas are clear is said to be free and active m the 
sense that the causes of his actions lie, as far as is 
compatible with his finitude, within hi* own na¬ 
ture. The causes of action of no finite being can lie 
completely in his own nature; his body is a part of 
a system of interacting bodies and in all its trans¬ 
actions, its state is the conjoint effect of its own 
nature and that of the bodies impinging upon it. 


The free man has an adequate idea of his own state 
as such an efi'ect and though it may be painful, the 
appropriate emotion is joy, in that the pain is seen 
as occurring in its proper place. If the pain has 
arisen as the result of the action of another human 
being, the free man will neither blame nor hate 
him. Love is “joy accompanied by the idea of an 
object”, “hatred is sorrow accompanied by the 
idea of an object”. The free man, who sees all men 
as parts of a determined system can only rejoice in 
his knowledge, so that he camiot hate anyone. 

The important concept in explaining human 
actions, as in explaining any other event, is cause, 
not purpose. Spinoza’s favourite example of error 
is our behef in free will. A man is aware of his 
“actions” but ignorant of their causes; he therefore 
says that he freely chose to act in this way, but this 
phrase is simply a name for the state of confusion 
in which the causes of our “actions” arc for the 
most part hidden. “Action” is in inverted commas 
because in Spinoza’s terminology, the doings of 
men whose ideas are confused and inadequate are 
to be called “passions”. The explanations of the 
doings of such men is to be sought in their circum¬ 
stances, not in their own nature. There arc three 
primary emotions, desire which is conatus, joy 
wliich is the passage of the organism to a higher 
state of perfection, and sorrow which is the passage 
to a lower state. All other emotions are com¬ 
pounded from these three, together with the idea's 
of objects appropriately or inappropriately con¬ 
joined. To pass to a liigher or lower state of perfec¬ 
tion is not to become better or worse in the moral 
sense, but to become more or less active. The man 
of inadequate ideas is passive in that what he does 
depends on what happens to him, not on what he 
is. He is “less real” than the active man: his per¬ 
sonality is shadowy, not manifested in his hfe. 

Spinoza’s moral theory is accordingly relativistic 
and naturaUstic. “We call that good which we cer¬ 
tainly know to be useful to us”. (Ethics, Part IV, 
Ref. I). In itself, it is neither good nor bad, and the 
man of adequate ideas will attach the term suitably 
to that which increases his power of action, the 
passive man to that which he mistakenly sees as 
ministering to his purposes. He has misplaced emo¬ 
tion, attaching it to objects instead of seeing it in its 
right place in the causally connected phases of his 
mental life. Praise and blame are equally inappli- 
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cable to human action, though they maybe used as 
causes in affecting the actions of those for whose 
conduct we feel responsibility. Nothing can be 
more useful to free men than the society of other 
free men, so that Spinoza’s “good man” will be 
good in the normal sense. He will naturally try to 
bring it about that other men are free and wise, 
understanding that hatred and resentment are as 
inappropriate towards men as towards rocks and 
stones. He knows that the only object worth pur¬ 
suing, know^Icdgc, is better attained in companion¬ 
ship than alone, but he also knows that every other 
being has his own catuUus, and no matter how mis¬ 
taken he may be in liis idea of how best to “perse¬ 
vere in lus own being”, he has an equal right with 
the wise man so to persevere. I’he wise man then, 
will be tolerant of others, interfering w'ith the 
harmless beliefs of nobody, whether in politics or 
religion. He will judge that religion to be good 
which promotes a good life, and that social system 
which gives security to its citizens and strengthens 
their “natural right to exist and work without in¬ 
jury to themselves or others”. Since there arc men 
of all grades of perfection, some must be led by 
authority. For tins reason, it is of immense impor¬ 
tance that theologians and civic leaders should 
understand the conditions of the good life. 

If resentment is inappropriate towards in. n, it is 
by a thou-sand times more inappropriate towards 
God. God is above good and evil, and though He 
is equally the cause oi perfect and imperfect beings, 
I lis power is equally manifest in both. A physical 
or mental cripple is what he is because of the place 
he occupies in the system: God has not tried and 
tailed tojModiicc a perfectman, “To Him material 
was not wanting for the creation of everything, 
from the highest down to the very lowest grade of 
perfection: or to speak more properly, because the 
laws of His nature were so ample that they sufficed 
for the production of cvcrytliing wliich can be 
conceived by an infinite intellect”. (Ethics, Part I, 
Appendix). Such a God can be loved and wor- 
-shipped by the free man, who sees that it is unsuit¬ 
able to expect that God should love him in return, 
be concerned for his needs and allot rewards and 
punishments. One who loves God docs not look to 
a future hfe : this life may be one of blessedness, 
though in thinking adequately, we may be thinks 
ing God's thoughts, share in God’s rejoicing self- 


knowledge, that is to say, in “the love with which 
God loves Himself”, and to this extent, we may 
be eternal. (k.l.s.) 

Stevenson, Charles Leslie (1908- ), American phi¬ 
losopher, Professor at the University of Micliigan. 
He is best known for his book Ethics and Latiffua^e 
(1944); in this book Stevenson gives an elaborate 
statement of the emotivist theory of the signifi¬ 
cance of ethical terms, a view' which had been 
hinted at by Hume and summarily stated by the 
Logical Positivists but had never previously 
been so carefully treated. Stevenson’s principal 
contention is that to say something is good is to 
state that one approves of it and to seek to evoke 
the same attitude in one’s hearers. He alscs maintains 
that in moral discourse wc can attempt to persuade 
others to agree with u.s but that the concept of valid 
argument is not applicable to such discourse. The 
book is undoubtedly the classical statement of the 
emotivist position. His paper Persuasive Defuiitiotis 
in Mind, 1938, has also had great influence; here he 
seeks to show that a definition is often a disguised 
attempt to set the thing defined in a favourable or 
unfavourable light. Stevenson is also the author of 
a number of papers on aesthetics. Tliough he writes 
in the American tradition Stevenson clearly shows 
the influence of a period of study at Cambridge, 
England, when Wittgenstein was teaching there. 

(j-t’-u-) 

Stoicism was one of the dominant philosophies of 
the 1 Iclleiiistic-Roman period. It was founded by 
Zeno of Citium at the end of the fourth century 
B.C., receiving its name from the Painted Stoa 
(colonnade) where he taught in Athens. To liim 
arc attributed all the fundamental doctrines. In the 
following century Chrysippus formulated the de¬ 
finitive system in an extensive series of works. But 
Stoics did not shrink from change within the frame¬ 
work, and in the second and first centuries B.C., 
Panaetius and Posidomus made some changes of 
emphasis and detail. In the Roman Empire it was 
modified still further by Seneca, Epictetus and 
Marcus Aurelius, but it always remained in es¬ 
sence the unified comprehensive system of Zeno 
and Chrysippus. It faded out after the end of the 
third century a.d. 

The Stoics divided their philosophy into logic 
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(dialectic and rhetoric), ethics, and physics (which 
included theology); these were intertwined and 
interdependent, but not of equal importance. Their 
interest in logic was mainly confined to perfecting 
their own arguments in defence of their system; it 
was the wall protecting the garden, the shell safe¬ 
guarding the egg. Physics, on the other hand, was 
in a sense at once the starting point and culmina¬ 
tion of their ethics; Chrysippus said there could be 
no other starting point for justice than from phys¬ 
ics and their definition of happiness (the end of 
man) was “to live in harmony with nature**; in 
other words, like most Greeks, they based their 
philosophy on their conception of nature. Yet 
their interest in nature was confined to its relation 
to and importance for human action; Stoicism was 
primarily an ethic for which physics provided the 
foundation. 

Their ethics w^as formulated in response to the 
needs of the time. At the close of the fourth cen¬ 
tury, the break up of the Greek city state produced 
not only physical, economic and political insecurity 
but also a moral vacuum. The response of the philo¬ 
sophical schools reflects this: the Academy al¬ 
lowed ethics to slip into the background and 
turned Sceptic; the Peripatetics engaged in scien¬ 
tific research, and were content in ethics to make 
their aim as many human goods as possible; the 
Epicureans offered Hedonism, withdrawal. 
Zeno’s reaction was to devise a philosophy of se¬ 
curity for the individual without divorcing liim 
from the circumstances in which he found lumsclf. 

fiis starting point was the same as that of the 
Cynics, the belief that insecurity and unhappiness 
were the result of pursuing, as goods or ends of 
human action, what was not wholly under the 
control of the human individual. Health may deteri¬ 
orate, a fortime be lost, reputation vanish through 
external causes, which are always liable to destroy 
them; no physical or external “goods” can there¬ 
fore be end goods. The only thing completely in 
our power is the correct moral attitude of mind, 
which is virtue; even in moral action the result or 
object of the action is beyond our control. Further, 
this attitude is based on knowledge (courage was 
the knowledge of what was and was not to be 
feared); for the Stoic happiness was derived from 
knowing what was the right thing to do at any 
given moment, and through this knowledge hav¬ 


ing the right attitude of mind towards the attain¬ 
ment of the object. The actual attainment of the 
object was irrelevant to happiness, wliich depended 
solely on the moral functioning of the rational 
element in man. It was argued that the wise man 
Wyants only what he can acliieve, and so only he can 
achieve what he wants. 

So far the Cynic ingredients. But to understand 
the Stoic flavour one must turn to the Stoic con¬ 
ception of the universe. All reality was material, 
mind as well as matter; for, they argued, only 
matter can move or be moved. But there was an 
important distinction between active force and pas¬ 
sive matter; the active force was logoSy divine rea¬ 
son, the governor of the universe. Indissolubly per¬ 
meated throughout passive matter which it qual¬ 
ified, it fasliioned the universe into one rational 
purposeful hving whole of wliich man was an in¬ 
tegral part. It was this logos, identified with crea¬ 
tive fire (or warm air) among the elements, which 
was the substance of the human soul. Just as reason 
in the universe is all-important as the ruling active 
force, so is reason in man, and happiness must de¬ 
pend on it alone; and since human reason is the 
same as the universal reason, the knowledge of man 
and his duties cannot be complete until it comprises 
the universe and man’s place in it. For by under¬ 
standing the working of reason in the universe he 
can identify himself with its purpose. Man has thus 
the power to accommodate his own nature to uni¬ 
versal Nature, or in the Stoic phrase, to hve in 
harmony with nature. 

Physics afforded the justification for the suprem¬ 
acy of moral intelligence, not an account of its field 
of exercise; for that the Stoics turned to psycho¬ 
logy. They observed certain natural impulses and 
aversions which when developed point to certain 
ends ; the attainment or avoidance of these appear 
natural for a human being and involve appropriate 
actions. For example, the principle of all hfe, the 
securing of one’s own existence, led to physical and 
external satisfaction, health, comfort, adequate 
wealth, etc. The instinct to perpetuate the race was 
the basis of family life and then in general of soci¬ 
ety, friendship, (and the responsibilities and duties 
involved). The impulse of the intellect fostered re¬ 
flection, curiosity, fme arts. As man has been 
shaped by nature along these lines, the pursuit of 
all these and avoidance of their opposites are ac- 
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cording to his nature and therefore appropriate. 
But as they are based on the conception of the 
nature of man alone, and not on the nature of man 
as a part of the universe, their importance is sub¬ 
ordinate to that of the rational. They form a class 
of intermediate objects with relative value but 
morally indifferent in having no absolute (i.e. 
moral) value. Their relative value, fixed from an 
intelligent survey of human psychology, makes 
possible the formation of general rules for their 
attainment or avoidance which is the subject of 
“appropriate” duties. (The Stoics supplied their 
own terminology). But the attainment of “inter¬ 
mediates” cannot be good, nor “appropriate” du¬ 
ties perfect acts because sometimes the general rule 
is wrong ; such actions may be done by a good or 
bad man alike, or for a wrong or insufficient rea¬ 
son; owing to external circumstances it is not com¬ 
pletely in our power to fulfil all or any of them. 
Nevertheless the “intermediates” are involved in 
virtue because they are also the material (though 
not the end) of perfect duties; they are the field in 
which virtue functions; but virtue alone is good, 
the attainment of the “intermediates”, whatever 
their worth, never so. The “intermediates” are ac¬ 
cording to human nature, but only the right exer¬ 
cise of moral choice among them can bring man 
into harmony with universal nature. So Stoicism 
retained the self-sufficiency of the Cynics, but like 
the Peripatetics refused to divorce morals from 
human nature. 

It is just this distinctive relationship between vir¬ 
tue and “intermediates” which formed the core of 
Stoicism and roused most criticism and misunder¬ 
standing ; this was fostered by certain sliifts of em¬ 
phasis in different Stevies, and not lca.st by their love 
of paradox. They were fond of stressing the abso¬ 
lute importance of moral intelligence by insisting 
that there were no half measures. If a man per¬ 
fected it, all his acts were right, if not, none were; 
he was cither perfectly good and wise, or fool and 
knave; all mistakes or vices were equal. Although 
all Stoics accepted this position, some emphasized 
it more than others, notably Ariston (a pupil of 
Zeno), whose unorthodox attitude of complete in¬ 
difference to the “intermediates” largely eliminated 
the practical side of Stoicism. Chrysippus showed 
once and for all that the paradox “all sins arc equal” 
meant that all moral mistakes were equally mis¬ 


takes in comparison with perfect virtue, but re¬ 
garded solely by themselves one could be worse 
than another. The objects of our natural impulses 
and the “appropriate” duties involved were not in 
every case valueless; some had a primafacie “worth” 
and were to be “preferred”, others “unworth” and 
to be “relegated”; others were completely indiffer¬ 
ent. The relative value of all this lies only within its 
class (i.e. the class of “appropriate” duties) ; health 
is to be preferred as a general rule without outside 
considerations, as pain is to be avoided; but cir¬ 
cumstances may arise where it is right to reject the 
preferred or vice versa; for neither health nor pain 
is good or evil in itself. “Appropriate” duties re¬ 
ceive absolute value in each case only from the de¬ 
cision of moral intelligence; nevertheless tliis deci¬ 
sion is concerned with them; one is to incline tliis 
way or that. The position is most clearly marked in 
the educative methods of the Stoa; for while he 
who was not a wise man was a fool, yet fools could 
progress towards virtue, (and indeed the Stoics 
made a serious attempt to trace the growth of moral 
notions in the human mind). Fools were led 
along the path by the rules of “appropriate” duties, 
which acquainted them with the material of ethics. 
But Stoicism concentrated on concrete acts, and in 
each case the rules required interpretation. So al¬ 
though fools made progress, they remained fools, 
being fallible and vulnerable, until they understood 
that the infallible directing principle of morality 
came from within, the divine control of reason. 
They must know in each instance what they should 
choose and why ; for Jiis they must comprehend 
the logos philosophy. Each individual alone can be 
the captain of his owm soul. Yet it was apparent 
that most if not all men were still in the progressive 
stage; consequently Panactius (f. 185-110 b.c.) and 
Posidonius {c. 13 5-50 b.c.) in particular, when faced 
with a Roman audience demanding a more prac¬ 
tical approach than Greek theory, concentrated on 
the department of “appropriate” \uties, with its 
emphasis on man as a human being and in relation 
to others in society, on the study of human nature 
and human ps)*chology. Thus Panaetius derived 
from the virtues a series of moral and political rules 
for action. This could not mean that he had aban¬ 
doned the higher study of man in the universe and 
the logos philosophy; but it led in the last cen¬ 
tury B.c. to the criticism that the Stoa was saying 
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nothing different from Peripatetic ethics; which is 
true if confined to this intermediate stage o<" Stoic 
etliics, but nonsense when it is remembered that 
this stage could not produce happiness, which was 
completely in man’s power to achieve. 

It was this essential framework of the end and 
scope of morality which gave unity and shape to 
the diverse ramifications of Stoicism. In ethics, 
since the condition for right action was the sound¬ 
ness of moral reason, the greatest danger to it came 
from the passions, as irrational movements of the 
mind. Stoics classified the passions under the,genera 
pleasure, pain, desire, fear, and regarded them as 
springing from impulses externally roused and 
overriding correct judgment. Chrysippus, whose 
intellectualism brought him to regard all mental 
forms as modes of reason, went so far as to call them 
evil reason arising from mistaken judgments; but 
this embarrassing psychology was criticised by 
Posidonius, who once more posited an irrational 
faculty in the mind to explain the moral predica¬ 
ment. But for the Stoics passion involved an assent 
of judgment wliich could only be given if reason 
was in a w'cak condition. Therefore the passions 
had to be eradicated. The Stoics in their moral 
teaching attempted to effect a prophylactic cure 
for this mental sickness. But they never banished 
emotion; the sage felt correct emotions derived 
from his sound state; but emotion from other 
sources was never permitted to cloud his reason. In 
politics the Stoics were in a curious position; they 
had a duty to enter politics since they had duties to 
their fellow men. But despite the influence of 
Panaetius, Stoicism remained fundamentally an 
ethic for the individual. In the last resort duty to 
the community had to give way to a man’s duty 
to himself; and Stoics tended to think of a com¬ 
munity of mankind based on the individual, or of 
a community of wise men in divine nature. So 
their politics tended to remain general rather than 
particular, or to withdraw to a higher plane, as in 
the cases of Seneca and M. Aurelius. Since the end 
for a man lay solely in virtue, or the soundness of 
his moral reason, should extraordinary circum¬ 
stances arise whereby this was threatenei the wise 
man was at liberty to commit suicide. Life and 
death were alike indifferent compared with the 
end; the door was always open; one would merely 
be following the summons of the divine purpose 


in the universe. There were periods in Stoicism 
when suicide became almost an obsession, although 
Stoics held no belief in an after-life. 

In physics, the Stoics, despite their interest in na¬ 
ture, did not engage in scientific research. Even to 
Posidonius, who had the widest range and most 
scientific mind of all Stoics, physical phenomena 
had interest purely as displaying the rational pur¬ 
posive nature of the universe. This the Stoics re¬ 
garded not with scientific curiosity, but with a reli¬ 
gious awe. They argued: the universe is completely 
material without void; everything is a mode of the 
original single being combining passive unqualified 
matter and force; the latter is reason and god. By a 
theory of mixture whereby a drop of wine w^ould 
be diffused over a whole ocean, the subsequent 
complete blend producing a new wdiolc, so divine 
reason is diffused throughout the universe making 
of it an organic wdiolc. There is notliing without a 
tincture of the divine (thus they arc both monothe¬ 
istic and pantheistic); there is nothing which is not 
subject to the rational law\ Tliis position involved 
firstly a rigid fatalism: all events are part of an un¬ 
broken chain of cause and effect; chance is a name 
given by human ignorance; possibility means that 
a future event is not excluded by a known law of 
nature; (compare Spinoza, who distinguishes bet¬ 
ween “contingent” and “possible”, but both words 
merely reflect human ignorance). Secondly, since 
god is good, providence rules all for the good of the 
whole. There were gradations here; the logos 
varied in purity and “tension” in different forms 
(e.g. man, animal, plant); part contributed to the 
good of whole, lowTr forms to the good of higher; 
e.g. animals wliich do not possess active reason are 
created for the use of men who do. While the 
position of moral reason in man is thus buttressed, 
critics ot the Stoa lost no time in pointing out two 
consequent difficulties for their ethics. In the first 
place, the problem of evil became acute. While 
Stoics maintained that most things regarded as evil 
arc morally indifferent, vice only being evil, yes 
they did recognise its cxbtcnce. and the variety and 
contradictory nature of their answers show that 
they did not quite know how to meet the problem. 
There are three main lines of argument: a) God 
could not create evil for its owm sake; it is the result 
of the material in which he has to work, or a 
secondary result of liis provisions for the w'orld. 
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h) Evil is not the fault of God, but of man’s misuse 
of his bounty, for they have been granted control 
of their own virtue or vice, c) Evil is necessary (i) 
for there to be good, since opposites only acquire 
meaning from each other (compare Plato, Titvae- 
tetuSy 176); (ii) as a punishment or an example or to 
test men; (iii) by some arrangement beyond human 
comprehension, for the good of the whole. Second¬ 
ly, Fatalism was involved in Stoic physics, free¬ 
dom of will in their ctliics. Chrysippus* defence 
consisted of a distinction between the initial exter¬ 
nal cause which immediately preceded the action, 
and was part of the infinite chain of cause and 
effect, and the all-important internal cause fur¬ 
nished by the nature of the thing. A stone when 
moved falls downward by its own nature. Ihc 
external stimulus to human action binds man to 
the fatalistic chain, but from his own nature he has 
the power of decision for his own virtue and vice. 
Yet even so he can do no more than run willingly 
between the shafts along the road appointed by 
fate; otherwise he will be dragged w'llly-nilly in 
the same direction. A man’s nature is subject to 
Nature’s direc tion, but it is in his power to work 
hand in glove with Nature itself. His own hap¬ 
piness alone is in his control, not his part in the 
functioning of the universe. Their physical theories 
attracted Stoics to divination and astrology They 
were supremely conscious of themselves as mem¬ 
bers of a divine organism through which extended 
a sympathy affecting all. There is a deep religi(His 
feeling especially marked in Cleanthes (pupil in 
Zeno), Posidonius, Epictetus, M. Aurelius. Like 
the microcosm, the living universe wa.s thought to 
have an eternal cycle of change. There will come a 
period of “conflagration”, when everything is con¬ 
verted to the divine fire, becomes soul only, and 
evil disappears. Then the fire in turn becomes a wet 
mass from which the seeds of reason initiate an 
identical cycle. 

Since virtue depended on knowledge, one of the 
principle tasks of Stoic logic was to provide a theory 
of knowledge. Since all reality was material, know¬ 
ledge depended on sense-perception, tested by rea¬ 
son. Material images of objects were reproduced 
directly on the mind. Some images, called “com- 
prchcn.siblc” or cognitive, corresponded so exactly 
to the real object as to demand irresistible assent 
from reason when in a sound condition; “compre¬ 


hension” (the term meant “grasping”, as one grasps 
an object in the fist) or cognition followed this 
assent, and became knowledge as an unshakcable 
certainty in the sage. I’hc extreme weaknesses of 
this rather mechanical process were rightly at¬ 
tacked by the Sceptics, who pointed out that there 
is no distinguishable mark between true and false 
perceptions, that the latter may be as irresistible as 
the former and that there is no critenon of judg- 
ment. This remained the weakest link in Stoicism. 
In their desire to perfect tlicir arguments, the Stoics 
macL' camsidcrablc contribiiuons to the study of the 
syllogism; being empiiicists and interested prima¬ 
rily in concrete moral acts they devoted themselves 
to the hypothetical and disjunctive syllogism, 
which they classified as Aristotle h.ici classified the 
categorical.Since speet h,they believed, \s .t^tliought 
in sound, and words arose Irmn the nature ot’ 
things, they engaged in ctvmology, and, to far 
greater effect, in the Mudy of grammar, xhr devel¬ 
opment of which owed much to Snneism. 'I'he 
sage, perfect in all spheres.* was also the perfect 
orator, concentrating on truth and prcciseiies'^. and 
csclicwing emotional devices. 

Most of the components of Stoicism are not 
original, but in the attempt to unify niucli previous 
philosophical thinking, including apparently in¬ 
compatible tlicorics, into a rornprehensive sysrem, 
sometlung new was produced. It is true that the 
two impulses towards tompreluMnaveir and 
towards internal unity and ('<Misisrency pr(>dn(.ed a 
magnilic'cnt crop of paradoxes. While the Stoics 
emphasized them in the Socratic tradition for 
teaching purposes, they remained inherent in the 
system. Not least paradoxical was their emphasis 
on the power of all men to achieve their happiness 
in an all-bencficcnt universe, combined with the 
admission that the world w.r full of human 
depravity. In the history of the School, the sage 
tended to become more and more ot an ideal, but 
he .always remained a practical ideal; man w^as not 
born perfect, but it was in his power to become so. 
In fact in the later Stoa, during the Empire, most 
empha.ns was laid on practical ethics. This com¬ 
bination of practicality and noble ideals made the 
Sloa perhaps the most popular and dominant School 
of pliiJosophy for some five or .six hundred years; 
it survived both the devastating attack of the New 
Academy, and the acquisitive eclecticism v^f later 
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Academics and Peripatetics. Although its natural 
basis and intellectual framework was Greek, and 
completely alien to Christianity, there were many 
points of contact between the two in ethics; Seneca 
was later represented as a secret Christian in cor¬ 
respondence with St Paul; and Epictetus appeared 
in the Christian curriculum. Any influence of Sto¬ 
icism on later philosc^jphy is not easy to trace, but 
there are some rcma’'kable similarities to the Stoa 
in the pliilosophy of Spinoza. (i.g.k.) 

Strawson, Peter Frederick (1919- ), is Waynflctc 
Professor of Metaphyics in the University of 
Oxford, and a Fellow of Magdalen College, Ox¬ 
ford. His most notable work is on the philosophy 
of logic. In his hitroJuction to Logical Theory [igs 2 ) 
he examined the general nature of formal logic, 
concerning himself especially with the relation of 
formal systems to discourse in ordinary “in¬ 
formal” language; in general this examination 
tended to show that the gulf between formal and 
informal discourse is wider than orthodox 
accounts of the nature of logic tend to suggest. In 
two important papers on “Iruth” he criticised 
the semantic and correspondence theories of truth 
and put forward the view that the phrase “is true’’ 
has no assertive or descriptive function but is used 
to perform the act of confirming or endorsing 
a statement. In a paper call^-d “On Referring’’ he 
cnticizetl Russell’s theory of descriptions. An¬ 
other important work is ImiiriduaJs: An Essay in 
Dcsmpiive Mclaphyshs, rosg; in tliis he studies the 
ways in which wc actually^ distinguish individual 
things of all kinds, and concludes that the space¬ 
time location <^f bodies is fundamental to all our 
ways of locating all kinds of things. This study he 
calls descriptive metaphysics in contrast w'ith spec¬ 
ulative metaphysics which, in Strawson’s opinion, 
is largely concerned to set up new conceptual 
systems. (j.o.u.) 

Subjectivism. Like most terms ending in “ism”, 
the term “subjectivism” is used very vaguely and 
loosely in philosophy; roughly a view is said to 
be subjectivistifit maintains that the truth of some 
class of statements depends on the mental state or 
reactions of the person making the statement. Thus 
in ethics and aesthetics a subjectivist will hold 


that to say that something is good or beautiful is to 
say something about one’s reaction to something, 
perhaps that it gives one a special feeling of pleas¬ 
ure, and not to say anything about the “objective” 
characteristics of the thing; it is necessary to distin¬ 
guish such a subjectivist view from the expressive 
theory (found for example in Ayer’s Langnaj^c 
Truth and Lo<^ic) which holds that when wc say 
something is good wc do not make a statement 
about our reactions to the thing but rather arc 
thereby reacting to the thing in words in a way 
analogous logically to cheering or throwing one’s 
hat in the air. The view that what is perceived 
exists only when and because it is perceived, ex¬ 
pressed by Berkeley in the words **csse est pcr(ipC\ 
IS also termed subjectivism or subjective idealism; 
such subjectivists believe, usually on rhe basis of the 
fact of perceptual illusion and the physical and 
physiological theories of science, that colours, 
sc>unds, smells, etc. exist only “in the mind” and 
not in the natural world. Not all uses of the term 
“subjective” arc specifically philosophical; thus in 
medicine a pain may be called subjective if it has 
no physical basis but is induced in the patient 
imaginatively by hiniscll. (j.o.u.) 

Substance, .stc Aristotle, Descartes, Spinoza, Leib¬ 
niz, Locke, Dualism, Monism. 

Synthetic, the opposite of Analytic. For “syn¬ 
thetic a priori**, sec A priori. 

T 

Taylor, Alfred Edward (1869 -1945), British philo¬ 
sopher. He began his philosophical career at Ox¬ 
ford, where he accepted a position similar to that 
of F. H. Bradley who was a Fellow of the same 
College, Merton. His earliest philosophical writings, 
The Problem of Conduct and Elements of Metaphysics^ 
are thus idealist in character. He left Oxford quite 
early in hi.s career and liis main productive years 
were spent as Professor of Moral Philosophy, first 
at St Andrews and then at Edinburgh. Away from 
Oxford, he abandoned his Bradleyan position and 
adopted one based on Plato and Christian theism. 
In his Gifford Lectures, The Faith of a Moralist 
(1930) he argued that our moral knowledge is such 
that it presupposes necessarily the existence of a 
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God who controls the universe with a moral pur¬ 
pose and the immortality of the human soul. But 
Taylor is better known as a Platonic scholar of 
extraordinary learning than as an original philo¬ 
sopher. While at St Andrews he produced the fa¬ 
mous “Burnet-Taylor heresy'’ in collaboration 
with Burnet, the Professor (T Greek in that Uni¬ 
versity. Burnet and Taylor argued that the Platonic 
dialogues must not be treated as dramatic rep¬ 
resentations ot Plato’s own views but as essentially 
accurate historical documents, containing reports 
of the positions of Socrates and the Pythagoreans 
of tile tilth century Tlunigh this position never 
won general acceptance it nevertheless power- 
fiiDy aliected all subsequent Platonic scholarship. 
'Taylor’s Plato, the Man and his li'orh remains the 
most important synoptic view ot Plato’s work yet 
publislicd. (j.o.u.) 

Teleological Argument, see Theism, Deism. 

Thales ol Miletus, a (ireek seaport m Asia Minor, 
predated an eclipse which occurreci in 5X5-4 b.c . 

I le was a u>plios or sage of many interests, among 
other things he oigamzed the diversion of a river, 
and urged federation on the lonians, } Iis mathema¬ 
tical and astronc'imical discoveries, later some¬ 
what exaggerated, included methods of meiisura- 
lion, tor example ol the height ot pyramids, and 
the compilation ot a star-catalogue tor nautical 
use. lie probably visited Lgypt, and ior his 
estimation ot the ec'lipsc must also have had access 
to Bab\ Ionian c:clcstial recc:>rds. How prominent 
and liow prcciselv fonmilateci was his more 
theoretical cosmology w'c do not know. He 
certainly believed that the flat earth floated on 
water, Irom which it had originated. Here lie was 
probably adapting a common motif of Near-East¬ 
ern, and especially Egyptian, mythology. He may 
also have thought, as Aristotle asserts, that the 
world and its parts were still essentially w'atcry. 
He seems to have said that “all things are full 
of gods’’, meaning that they arc permeated by 
soul, or movement- and lifc-prineiple, which 
because of its extent and power must be divine. 
Even the magnet-stone, apparently inanimate, 
causes motion and is therefore alive. At least it is 
clear that by abandoning personification and at¬ 
tempting to explain the whole world rationally 
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Thales deserves his traditional title of the originator 
of Greek philosophy. See also Pre-Socratics. 

(O.S.K.) 

Theism is the belief that there is a God and more 
specifically the belief that Ciod is omnipotent, om¬ 
niscient and benevolent, distinct from the universe 
which he has created and in the affairs of which he 
intervenes. To be a theist is not in itself to hold a 
philosophical theory, bur it is to be committed on 
philosophical issues, both of tru<^h and of meaning. 
At the same time, a belief shared by Aquinas, 
Descartes and Berkeley obviously has a certain 
chameleon- kke quality. 

The grounds on which the existence of the God 
of theism has been asserted are very various. There 
is first the Cartesian view that “God exists” is a 
necessary truth; “recurring to the examination of 
the idea of a Perfect Being, I found that the exist¬ 
ence ol the Being was comprised in the idea m the 
same way that the equality of its three angles to 
two right angles n comprised in the idea of a 
triangle . . . and that coiisequcntly it is at least as 
certain that God, who is this Perfect Being, is, or 
c>ists, as any demonstration of geometry can be”. 
Descartes’s mistake, winch Aquinas had identified 
four centuries earlier, in thinking that any assertion 
ot existence could be a necessary truth is not com¬ 
mitted by tho.se who have accepted either the cos- 
iiKilogical or teleological arguments. 

Both these arguments attem^it to derive the con¬ 
clusion that God exists from premises about the 
world. The cosmological argument takes as its 
premise the assertion tha.: sometlung exists, the 
teleological the assertion that the universe manifests 
traces of intelligent design. I'he cosmological ar¬ 
gument then proceeds by way of the assertion that 
the existence of anything at all can only be explained 
by supposing that there exists ,m uncaused First 
Cause. The teleological argument passes from the 
assertion of design in nature to the assertion of a 
supernatural designer. Both argum^^ts have been, 
perhaps ovcr-frequcntly, pulverized by the charge 
that they attempt a causal inference from the uni¬ 
verse to its maker; whereas Hume has shown that 
it only makes sense to speak of causal relations as 
holding between observable states of affairs, and, 
whatever God is, he is certainly not an observable 
state of affairs. 

The Cartesian, or ontological, argument, the 
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cosmological and the teleological arguments be¬ 
came a standard triad in eighteenth century apol¬ 
ogetics. The habit of reading the arguments of 
medieval theism as earlier versions of these may 
however be a questionable one. Clearly the chief 
difficulty in advancing a proof of, or argument for, 
the existence of God lies not in the difficulties over 
such concepts as those of causality, but in the ele¬ 
mentary logical point that in a valid proof nothing 
can appear in the conclusion which was not al¬ 
ready contained in the premises. A valid proof of 
God's existence could therefore be nothing other 
than the making explicit of a belief which was im¬ 
plicit in the premises. Those who are prepared to 
deny not only those premises which state, but also 
those which imply, divine existence must necessar¬ 
ily be left untouched by the thcistic arguments. 
The concept of theistic proof as proceeding by un¬ 
questionable inferences from undeniable premises 
is ruled out nor by any special difficulty in theism 
but by the prerequisites of proof in general. Aqui¬ 
nas, at least, was well aware of the central issues 
here (Summa Theoloj^ica 1 1, 8). All that you can do, 
on a matter of first principles, such as thcistic belief 
is, is to show that your opponent's position fails 
- solvere rationes ipsius. 

The failure of the eighteenth century triad, how¬ 
ever, led on not to a re-examination of the notion 
of proof but to an appeal to inner religious expe¬ 
rience. This appeal became characteristic of Prot¬ 
estant philosophy of religion and led to the quest 
for an experience at once plainly identifiable as the 
religious experience by those who enjoyed it and 
as plainly witnessing to the existence of God. 
Schlciermachcr’s ‘‘feeling of absolute dependence" 
and Otto's "numinous" are the most notorious 
candidates in this field. This whole movement had 
fruitful consequences for the phenomenological 
study of religious experience. But as an attempt to 
provide grounds for theistic bcUef it fails, for it 
becomes cither another version of the familiar and 
invalid causal inference, passing in this case from an 
alleged introspectible state of affairs to an unob¬ 
served author of this state of affairs, or a simple 
irrationalist affirmation that because I feel that it is 
so, it is so. 

The latter alternative must be distinguished from 
another Protestants position which rests belief nei¬ 
ther on argument nor on experience. For some 


Protestants the whole ground for behef is faith in a 
divine revelation; the belief that there is a God is 
from the standpoint of rational argument simply 
groundless. This is not to say that theistic belief 
lacks grounds which it might possess, but that it is 
held to be the logical character of theistic belief 
necessarily to lack grounds. Such a belief is not 
however invulnerable to rational argument even 
on its own assumptions. For, if God has revealed 
himself, it must be at some time and place to some 
specific person and the allegation that there was 
such a person is a purely historical affirmation which 
can be challenged on historical grounds. So the 
revealed belief of Islamic theism depends upon liis- 
torical assertions about Mahomet and that of 
Christian theism depends on assertions about Jesus. 

How in any case can the assertion that this or that 
event is revelatory of the divine be warranted ? A 
necessary condition presumably is that the event in 
question should be a miraculous occurrence or be 
accompanied by such occurrences. In this way the 
problem of miracles arises for the theist, and since 
the assertion that God ".itcrvencs miraculously is 
essential to theism, as contrasted with deism, an 
a priori proof of the impossibihty of miracles would 
be a disproof of theism. That Hume provides such 
a proof has often been asserted. Hume accepts the 
theological definition of a miracle as a breach of a 
law of nature, and he argues that when we speak of 
a law of nature we mean that a certain course of 
events has been uniformly experienced to occur. 
Now where such a sequence of events has been 
uniformly experienced by the whole of mankind 
it is of the liighcst degree of improbability that such 
a sequence should be interrupted. And when some¬ 
one testifies that such a sequence has been inter¬ 
rupted, as the apostles testified that Jesus walked on 
the water, it is always more probable that the tes¬ 
timony is erroneous than that the hitherto observed 
regularity of nature should have been contravened. 
Of this argument it may be said that it is an argu¬ 
ment against accepting reports of the miraculous 
rather than against believing in the possibility of 
miracles; and also it ignores one essential feature of 
claims about the miraculous. 

What distinguishes a miraculous event is not 
just its apparent inexplicability; but also the fact 
that it appears as an answer to a human command 
or need. The concept that demands scrutiny is not 
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that of a “miraculous event” but rather that of 
“doing a miracle”. 

Tliis relationship between divine intervention 
and human life is characteristic of the religious con¬ 
tent of theism and it is therefore not suprising that 
it should affect the conceptual problems which the¬ 
ism raises. It emerges notably in the difficulty posed 
for theistic belief by physical and moral evil. If God 
is all-powerful, then he must be able to prevent 
evil. If God is all-good, then he must wish to pre¬ 
vent evil. But evil occurs. So that God cannot be 
both all-powerful and all-good. And to assert that 
he is both these things and to allow that evils occur 
is do admit that theism involves the starkest contra¬ 
diction. 1 he Theistic answer to this charge is usually 
that God’s willing some good end such as human 
freedom and the possibility of human moral 
achievement made it logically necessary that God 
should create a world with possible or actual evils 
in it. Among the difficulties which tliis answer en¬ 
counters is the fact that so much animal suffering, 
for example, must have taken place bef ore man ever 
appeared and must therefore be considered irrele¬ 
vant to any divine purpose for human freedom. 
Theists however are normally disposed to admit 
that the facts of evil constitute at least a prima facie 
objection to theism. That they admit this perhaps 
assists them in meeting another type of pioblem. 

Critics of the theistic proofs argue that there arc 
no good reasons for believing that God exists; ex¬ 
ponents of the problem of evil aie apt to claim that 
there are good reasons for beheving that God docs 
not exist; neither scepticism cuts as deep as that 
which claims that it is equaUy meaningless to assert 
or to deny the existence of God. This may be 
asserted on the general positivist ground that the 
meaning of a statement is the method ol its ver¬ 
ification, and that there is no method of verifying 
theistic statements. But the same charge can also be 
made in a way that brings out the nature of theistic 
belief more strikingly. For to make an assertion is 
always to allow that one may be wrong, that there 
is some conceivable state of affairs incompatible 
with one’s assertion which, if it occurs, shows that 
one’s assertion is false. If one docs not rule out any¬ 
thing by making what appears to be an assertion, 
then one simply has not succeeded in asserting any- 
tliing. But the theist does not seem to allow that 
anything conceivable could falsify his assertion that 
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there is a good and all-powerful God. Whatever 
disasters happen, he claims that their occurrence is 
not incompatible with the care of an all-loving, aD- 
powerful God. This seems to evacuate words like 
“loving” and “powerful” of all meaning. To this 
the theist will reply that his assertions would be 
falsified by the occurrence of pointless and irre¬ 
deemable evil, but that no actual evils can be shown 
to be pointless and irredeemable, especially in the 
light of the possibilities of an after-life. Thus the 
theistic claim comes into logical connection with 
the claim that human beings arc not mortal, a con¬ 
nection which is already made in most of the great 
religions on theological grounds. 

What emerges from all tliis about the pliilo- 
sophical interest of theism? Simply that there is no 
one problem or group of problems wliich can be 
labelled “the theistic question”. Proof, introspec¬ 
tion, laws of nature, free-will, falsifiability - almost 
all the topics of pliilosophy arise in a theistic con¬ 
text. The conceptual problems of the theistic philo¬ 
sopher are thus for the most part the ordinary 
conceptual problems of philosophy raised from a 
particular point of view. (a.maci.) 

Theophrastus (r. 370-f. 286 B.c.), bom in Lesbos, 
a Greek island in the Aegean, was Aristotle’s most 
famous pupil. He succeeded as head of the Lyceum 
when Aristotle left Athcm in 323. Most of his many 
writings arc lost and it is hf»rd to get a true picture 
of his contributions to philosophy. He remained 
fundamentally an Aristotelian, but he criticized 
Aristotle on particular pv^ints and made useful ad¬ 
ditions to Aristotle’s work, for example in logic. 
In some respects he paved the way for the teach¬ 
ings of .stoicism and epicureanism. Three of his 
w'orks may be mentioned, (tt) The De Pi ant is 
(which we have) laid the foundations of scientific 
botany and introduced important botanical con¬ 
cepts. (b) The Metaphysics (also extant) raised prob¬ 
lems about Aristotle’s mctaphysica’ ioctrines, espe¬ 
cially the doctrine of a Prime Mover, (c) Theo¬ 
phrastus compiled a large work containing the 
views of prcvijius Greek philosophers on nature, 
God etc. This became the source for numerous 
later historians of Greek philosophy. It is not too 
much to say that until comparatively recent times 
historians of pre-Socratic philosophy were dom¬ 
inated by the influence of Theophrastus. 1 his was 
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unfortunate because Theophrastus saw all earlier 
philosophers as mere precursors of Aristotle and 
forced their ideas into an Aristotelian framework. 

(J.L.A.) 

Thomism, sec Aquinas and Nco-Thomism. 

Thomas of Sutton. One of the Oxford Domin¬ 
icans who rallied ro the support of Thomas Aqui¬ 
nas after the Kilwardby and during the Pcckham 
offensives from Canterbury. His early writings, 
which began from about 1286, centre on the soul as 
single substantial form of the body. His Contra 
Phirafitatem Formarum has been included by several 
editions among the works of Thomas Aquinas. 
His later writings, to about 1315, find him facing 
a new attack, from the developed Aristotelianism 
of Scotus, though the Liber Propugnatorius, as¬ 
cribed to him, may be by another Thomas An^licus, 
possibly the Dominican Jorz, or Joyce. He became 
a resolute defender of the distinction between es¬ 
sence and existence in finite beings, though perhaps 
he hardened existence into a ‘‘something”, aliquid 
reale, positivum et nhsohitum, in answering Henry of 
Ghent to whom it was a respectus or relation to the 
Creator. (t.g.) 

Toulmiu, Stephen Edclston (1922- ), an English¬ 
man, was Professor of Pliilosophy in the University 
of Leeds. His Place of Reason in Ethics {igso) was the 
earliest book on ethics to present the viewpoint of 
modern linguistic analysis. He there maintains that 
the criteria of good reasons in ethical discussion 
can be elicited from the uses of such words as 
“ethics” and “ethical”; that ethical disagreement is 
essentially disagreement whether there is or is not 
good reason for some ethical conclusion; and that 
in ethics we proceed from grounds or reasons w'hich 
are purely factual to normative ethical conclusions 
by a specifically ethical mode of argument which 
is neither deductive nor inductive in character. In 
Philosophy of Science: An Introduction (19S3) Toul- 
min, with an eye especially on physics, gives an ac¬ 
count of scientific theorising as being more like the 
making of maps to enable oneself to find one’s way 
about than the process of generalization which is 
described in the classical theories of induction; he 
distinguishes between laws and principles, and 
shows how part of the understanding of a law is to 
know its scope of application. His The Uses of Ar~ 
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^uwent (1958) is an attempt to rcdcscribe the nature 
and function of arguments in terms more revealing 
than those traditionally used in logic textbooks. 

(J.O.U.) 

Truth. Philosophers have been concerned prin¬ 
cipally with two questions about truth; the first 
problem is concerned with the meaning of the 
word “true”, the second with the criterion or cri¬ 
teria by wliich we can decide on the truth or falsity 
of statements. Most commonly philosophers have 
failed to distinguish these two questions and have 
offered as an answer to one of the questions what 
might be regarded as a possible answer to the other. 
But it is easy to see that there is such a distinction 
if wc consider the views of a philosopher who docs 
sec and make the distinction; thus F. C. S. Schiller 
maintained that in meaning “true” was an evalua¬ 
tive term, meaning something Ukc “good to be¬ 
lieve”, but as a pragmatist he maintained that the 
criterion of truth was utility. 

The two most famous theories of truth, the cor¬ 
respondence theory and the coherence theory, have 
usually been represented as being theories about 
the meaning of “true” ; so interpreted the corre¬ 
spondence theory asserts that “true” means “co¬ 
heres with the facts” and the coherence theory as¬ 
serts that “true” means “coheres with the body of 
accepted statements”. The most obvious criticism 
of the coherence theory is that while it has consid¬ 
erable plausibility as a statement of one criterion of 
truth it hardly gives the meaning of “true”; we do 
treat the coherence of a statement with what wc 
already behevc as one reason, though not a suffi¬ 
cient reason, for accepting it as true, but if coher¬ 
ence is a test of truth it cannot be the same tiling as 
truth. Criticism of the correspondence theory is 
more difficult and complex: from one point of 
view it seems that to say that truth is correspond¬ 
ence with fact is a mere platitude, but wc get into 
difficulties when wc try to give a clear meaning to 
“correspondence” and “fact”. No doubt it is true 
that there are no centaurs, and we may say that the 
statement that there are no centaurs corresponds 
with the facts; but it is hard to see what sort of 
status the “fact” of there being no centaurs has and 
what sort of relation, called “correspondence”, it 
can enter into with a statement. Thus the corre¬ 
spondence theory is liable to resolve itself into a 
mere metaphor. 



A difficulty much noticed in recent years is that 
the phrase “it is true that” seems to add nothing to 
the meaning of sentences in which it occurs; it is 
hard to see what extra value is added if, instead of 
saying “the cat is on the mat”, we say “it is true 
that the cat it on the mat”. The real use of the word 
“true” appears to be in such expressions as “that is 
true”, where it enables us to confirm a statement 
without repeating it. These points have led some 
philosophers, notably Strawson, to hold the view 
that the word “true” is rather a signal of assent, or 
concession, or admission, functioning more like 
the word “yes”, than like a word signifying a qual¬ 
ity or relation, Schiller’s view, mentioned above, 
that “true” is a term of evaluation is closely related 
to this view. 

Incautious pragmatists have sometimes spoken 
as though they identified the meaning of “true” 
with “useful to beheve”, though cautious pragma¬ 
tists like Scliiller avoided this trap. In putting for¬ 
ward utihty as a criterion of truth, the pragmatists 
were not wishing to say that if it would be pleasant 
if something were true, wc should count it as true; 
they rather wished to emphasize that systems of hu¬ 
man beliefs and the concepts employed in them 
were man-made interpretations of the world to 
enable liim to cope with it. If we thus think of 
statements as interpretations, wc cannot divorce the 
question of their satisfactorincss from the question 
whether they do the job that they arc intended 
to do. 

Finally, a very celebrated paper by Tarski, “The 
Concept of Truth in Formalized Languages” 
.should be mentioned. In this paper Tarski defines 
“truth” as a term in a calculus in a way that gives 
it a function in a calculus analogous to the function 
of “true” in ordinary language. It is quite certain 
that this definition cannot be apphed directly to 
our ordinary notion of truth; whether it has any 
relevance to the philosophical problem of truth is a 
highly tcclmical and disputable question. Such 
views as Tarski’s arc called semantical theories of 
truth, (j.o.u.) 

u 

Univcrsals, in the first instance, arc abstract ob¬ 
jects such as qualities, relations and numbers, things 
which cannot be straightforwardly located in space 


Uniuersals 

and time. They arc contrasted with particulars and 
arc sometimes defined as the objects of thought, 
while particulars are the object.s of perception or 
sensation. Particulars are sometimes identified with 
concrete objects in space and time, sometimes with 
that element of a concrete object which individu¬ 
ates it, that IS, distinguishes it from evcrydiing else 
however similar in character. It is perhaps prefer¬ 
able to retain the term “particular” for the latter 
idea and to call concrete ohjee;:. “individuals”, as 
being made up of both a particular and univcrsals. 
On this view a particular would be an iincharactcr- 
ized spatio-temporal position, the bare possibility 
of an object. Some such idea is one of the roots of 
the traditional concept of substance. 

Two main sorts of univcrsals can be distin¬ 
guished: predicative univcrsals, the prc^pcrtics and 
relations that arc the meaning of general terms or 
predicates, and formal univcrsals, the abstract en¬ 
tities of mathematics. The difference is that wlulc 
predicative luiiversals can and usually do have in¬ 
stances, formal univcrsals are rather ideal limits to 
which actual things more or less closely approxi¬ 
mate. 'I'hc existence of predicative universal (red¬ 
ness, justice, bctwecmicss etc.) is argued for as a 
necessary condition of the predicative use of gen¬ 
eral terms. We cannot think or speak without gen¬ 
eral terms, every statement contains one such term 
as “red” or “earlier than”, and wc arc never aware 
of anything except as having some property or 
standing in a relation. In other words, individual 
things fall into kinds, the world exhibits recurrences 
and similarities. Clearl) there are general terms and 
they have meanings. But does it follow that there 
actually exist things which are the meanings of gen¬ 
eral terms ? Could one not say that there is one set 
of things, namely concrete objects, to which sin¬ 
gular terms arc related in one way (each standing 
for one concrete thing) and general terms related 
in another (each applying to many) ? 7 'he difficulty 
with this view (a form of nomina^'icm) is that we 
can U.SC general terms correctly without having 
been told in advance all the things to w'hich they 
apply. There ar^, that is to say, sets of things in 
which a few meirbers of the set are representative 
of the rest. Positive theories of univcrsals are at¬ 
tempts to explain this peculiar and important fact. 
A predicative universal is what the members of a 
natural set of tliis kind have in common. 
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The existence of formal universals is argued for 
on two related grounds: abstract reference and nec¬ 
essary truth. Some true statements (“2x2 = 4'* 
and “tuberculosis is decreasing**) refer not to con¬ 
crete things but to entities that arc neither in space 
nor time. But what a true statement refers to must 
exist. Again, there arc some truths which we know 
for certain simply by the use of reason and without 
any observation of the spatio-temporal world 
(such as “axb = bxa" and “Red is a colour”). Uni¬ 
versals, then, may be thought of as the subject- 
matter of necessary or a priori knowledge ; to use 
one's reason is to examine and elicit their invariable 
qualities and relations. The argument from predica¬ 
tion is more emphasised at the present time than 
the argument from abstract reference and necessary 
knowledge. For it is widely held that all abstract 
reference is apparent and tliat the principle of ref¬ 
erence docs not apply to necessary truths. Contin¬ 
gent propositions with abstract subjects must refer 
to existing things if true. But what they refer to, 
and so presuppose the existence of, is ordinary con¬ 
crete things, “Tuberculosis is decreasing” really re¬ 
fers to tuberculosis sufferers, not to the disease it¬ 
self. It is an idiomatic, and potentially misleading, 
way of saying “fewer people suffer from tuber¬ 
culosis nowadays”. Necessary propositions refer to 
nothing, for they depend for their truth, not on the 
existence of anything, but on the meaning of the 
words used to express them. “Mary's husband is 
married to Mary” is a necessary truth whether 
Mary is married or single. 

The most famous account of our ability to apply 
predicative general terms to things wc have not 
come across before is realism, or, less confusingly, 
conceptual realism. On this view wc can apply one 
general term to many things because wc are aware 
of the common property they possess. This com¬ 
mon property cannot be in space and time since, 
if it were, it would exhibit the logically insufferable 
characteristic of being in many different places at 
one and the same time. Furthermore there would 
be many such properties in many places at the same 
time. This theory suggests that universals arc di¬ 
rectly accessible to the mind in a way that is not 
easy to accept. It also has a formal defect common 
to all theories of universals in seeming to generate 
an infinite regress. I can tell that this particular 
thing is hard because I am aware of the abstract 


universal Hardness and of the fact that the universal 
inheres in the thing. But to discern this fact of in¬ 
herence I must be aware of the abstract universal 
Inherence and so on. This defect of platonism, first 
formulated in Plato's own Parmenides, led Aris¬ 
totle to say that universals w^ere not abstract and 
“separated” from the things they inhered in but 
were to be found in the common world of space 
and time along with particular objects. What this 
presumably means is that Hardness is a vast frag¬ 
mentary object, cropping up here and there all over 
the place. If so it would be little suited to its theo¬ 
retical task, for people who know the meaning of 
the word hard perfectly well are acquainted with 
only a minute portion of this total object. They 
could only find out what the rest of it was com¬ 
posed of if they already knew the meaning of the 
word. Furthermore universals with no instances 
such as Ghost and Female Pope would be one and the 
same universal and the two terms would have one 
and the same meaning, which they plainly do not. 

The two traditional alternatives to realism arc 
conceptualism, which asserts that wc apply gen¬ 
eral terms to new things through the use of some 
mental standard, a concept or image, and nom¬ 
inalism, the view that the things to wliich a general 
term apphes have no more in common than the 
fact that men apply that general term to them. In 
practice neither of these theories is often held in its 
full rigour. Without some basis in the nature of the 
things in question, the general correspondence bet¬ 
ween different people’s concepts and linguistic 
practices would be an unintelligible miracle. Thus 
conceptuahsts like Abelard and Locke say that 
concepts arc based on the similarities of things; and 
nominalists like Hobbes and many contemporary 
philosophers explain the application of general 
terms by the similarity of the things they apply to 
either to one another or to some standard thing or 
group of things. Realists argue that since similarity 
is itself a universal these modifications are no more 
than realism in disguise. 

Apart from absolutely pure nominalism all the¬ 
ories of universals are exposed to the regress argu¬ 
ment. But this docs not mean that what they say is 
false. It is rather that what is really a repetition in 
other words of the puzzling fact of the reapplica¬ 
bility of general terms has been misinterpreted as an 
explanation of it. To say that wc can recognize 
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hard things as hard because they all have the com¬ 
mon property of being hard or fall under the con¬ 
cept of hardness is uninformative. To be aware of 
the common property or to possess the concept is 
simply and solely to know how to use the general 
term, above all in the recognition and classification 
of things. {a.Q.) 

Urban, Wilbur Marshall (1873-1952), American 
philosopher, an advocate of philosophical ideal¬ 
ism. His main interest was in theory of value and in 
linguistics. His principal publications were the fol¬ 
lowing: Valuation (1909); The Intelligible World; 
Metaphysics and Value (igig); Fundamentals of Ethics 
(1930); Language and Reality (1939); md Beyond 
Realism and Idealism (1949). (j.w.s.) 

Utilitarianism. Ihe characteristic English empir¬ 
ical theory of ethics, which maintains: 

(1) The rightness of an action is to be judged by 
the contribution it makes to the increase of hu¬ 
man happiness or the decrease of human misery. 
The moral validity of a law or rule, the value of 
an institution, depends on the same considera¬ 
tions. Nothing else matters: e.g. conformity to 
revelation, authority, tradition, even “moral 
sense” or conscience: even perhaps, contract or 
history. An action may pass any of these tests, 
flatter the conscience of the doer, and yet bring 
deliberate misery and ruin. What matters is the 
contribution to happiness. 

(2) Hence (on reflexion) pleasure is the only 
thing good in itself and pain the only thing evil in 
itself. Happiness includes pleasure and freedom 
from pain: perhaps such a balance of pleasures as 
itself produces further pleasure. For example, 
Bentham’s formulation in his Principles if Mor¬ 
als and Legislation^ 1789, Chapter I (2) is: “By the 
principle of utility is meant that principle which 
approves or disapproves of every action whatso¬ 
ever, according to the tendency which it appears 
to have to augment or diminish the happiness of 
the party whose interest is in question ... if that 
party be the community in general, then the 
happiness of the community.” If the tendency of 
an action to increase the happiness of the com¬ 
munity (in so far as they arc concerned in it) is 
greater than any tendency it has to diminish it, 
then it is “conformable to the principle of util- 
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ity”. One may then say that it is a right action 

(one that ought to be done): or at least that it is 

not a wrong action. 

The theory has its origins in Greek thought: in 
modern times it is derived from certain views of 
Hobbes and Locke: and was formulated by Hut¬ 
cheson in 1726. A version of the theory was elab¬ 
orated by Hume as a purely descriptive account of 
the way in which men make moral Judgments: 
directly moralistic versions were given by Jospeh 
Priestley and William Paley; and practical applica¬ 
tions in jurisprudence were worked out by Hcl- 
vetius in France and Beccaria in Italy. Jeremy Bcn- 
tham drew upon all these predecessors, setting out a 
clear and solid theory and making the widest pos¬ 
sible use of it in his attacks upon the constitutional, 
economic, legal and social problems of his day. 
James Mill’s version is simpler and more egotist¬ 
ical. J. S. Mill’s Utilitarianism (1863), is a more 
complicated philosophy altogether and re-intro¬ 
duces many factors which Bentham had pains¬ 
takingly eliminated. Henr\^ Sidgwick and (with a 
difference) Herbert Spencer are in the tradition: 
G. E. Moore (Principia Ethica, 1903) made a fun¬ 
damental modification. He accepted the view that 
the rightness of an action depends on the good or 
bad consequences that follow it: but held that many 
sorts of things (not pleasures and pains only, if at 
all) arc good in themselves or bad m themselves. 
The view that pleasure alons i: good, he traced to 
a fallacy and rejected. Moore’s theory is not an 
expression of the original utilitarian point of view 
that what matters is huma*! happiness or pleasure. 
What matters is what is good : and what kinds of 
things arc good is to be learned by intuition. 

“Pleasure and pleasure alone is good in itself.” 
We may imagine a man tasting food, or settling 
himself to rest: even the malefact; zestfully attack¬ 
ing his victim. We may think of these pleasures as 
if they were a kind of sensation: and suppose that 
it is for the sake of this sensation thar-ve eat, or rest, 
or do violence, so also for the sake of remote pleas¬ 
ures or for the sake of avoiding greater pains in the 
future, we wort or save or suffer pains. It is the 
pleasure (or freedom from pain) that an object 
brings that makes us call it “good” - it is the pain 
or deprivation of expected pleasure that an object 
brings, that makes us call it “bad”. In effect Ben¬ 
tham regards “good” and “bad” as expressive terms 
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which in certain contexts we apply to things that 
bring pleasure or pain. And he is content to say that 
one pleasure is better than another only if it is (in 
one or more dimension) a greater pleasure. This eth¬ 
ical view (that pleasures are the only things good or 
desirable in themselves) is weakened by association 
with the metaphysical doctrine of psychological 
hedonism. For on that view all the objects that 
men aim at “for their own sakes*’ or “as ends not 
simply means'’, must be “pleasures”. The etliical 
doctrine is w'eakened because the scope ol “pleas¬ 
ure” is widened to include so many tilings one would 
expect a hedonist to repudiate (e.g. successfully 
completing a prolonged fast). Mill appeals to this 
metaphysical doctrine in order to establish the view 
that the man w'ho aims at knowledge or virtue /or 
its own sake^ is still pursuing “pleasure”. There arc 
(he says) many objectives which w'cre once pursued 
only as means to some pleasant end, but which (by 
association and by habit) have come to be pursued 
without reference to the original end. Saving money 
is one of Mill’s examples: abiding by the rules 
of virtue at all costs, is another. So that “pleasure” 
now includes dungs that are desired only by a 
confusion of thought and things that are pursued 
by mere habit and without desire: nor is there any 
clear distinction between things desired as means 
and things desired for their own sake. Having 
widened “pleasure”, Mill goes on to introduce a 
distinction between “lower” and “higher” pleas¬ 
ures. The higher pleasures arc not known to be 
“greater” by Bentharn’s criteria: but nevertheless 
they are to be preferred. On this view it is a trivial 
point that only pleasure can be desired for its own 
sake: what really matters is that some of the objects 
of desires are higher pleasures. Mill’s position is a 
half-way house on the road to the ideal or agathistic 
theory of G. E. Moore. “Pleasure and pleasure 
alone is good in itself” has some value as a war- 
cry: but so hospitable a doctrine is bound to in¬ 
clude the oddest pleasures and ends up by counting 
as “pleasure”, whatever is made the object of de¬ 
sire. The moral justification of this can hardly be 
that all these pleasures are good: it is rather that it 
is right or proper for persons to choose for them¬ 
selves. This doctrine (wholly congenial to Bent- 
ham as to Mill) lacks the characteristic “scientific” 
features which the calculation of pains and pleas¬ 
ures was supposed to introduce. 


“Actions are right in proportion as they tend to 
produce happiness, wrong as they tend to produce 
the reverse of happiness.” C. E. Moore, in his ac¬ 
count of utihtarianism, maintained that an action 
is right if its consequences would in fact be better 
than those of any other action which could be per¬ 
formed instead. Since we can never know what the 
consequences of an action will be (but can only 
judge what they arc likely to be), it follows tl. <■ 
when a man debates whether to do action A or 
action B, he can never know which action is right. 
The earlier utilitarians sometimes suggested this: 
but their real view seems to have been that “right” 
and “wrong” are to be attributed by reference to 
probable consequences. - (Compare Bcntham: 
“the tendency which it appears to have to augment 
or diminish the happiness etc.”). We think of the 
right act as what a man ought to do: and this has 
to be judged by reference to the probable conse¬ 
quences as they appear at the time ot decision. So 
we may conclude that on this point Moore was 
mistaken. Moore also held that in deciding whether 
or not a given action w'ould be right, it is the con¬ 
sequences (he should have said probable conse¬ 
quences) of that action singly considered, w^hich arc to 
be taken into account. (So also Bcntham.) Such a 
view seems to offend against common-sense. We 
arc accustomed to think of actions as falling into 
certain kinds: some of these kinds are never to be 
performed: other kinds always w’hen opportunity 
arises; and that there arc many other kinds of ac¬ 
tions between which we are expected to choose by 
considering consequences. For example, in making 
choices for one’s own hfe one has often to decide 
simply by reference to probable consequences. But 
one ought not even to consider cheating or lying 
as possible actions because all actions of those sorts 
are always wrong. On this point the Utilitarians 
will say (i) No doubt cheating and lying and killing 
have got a bad name because they almost always 
have very bad consequences. A moral rule against 
an action of a certain kind, may be regarded as a 
rule of thumb which shows us that such actions arc 
to be avoided on almost all occasions; (2) Social Life 
is possible only if certain conventions are almost al¬ 
ways followed, for example telling the trutli. On 
a given occasion an immediate consequence of a 
he may be good: but in almost all cases there is a 
further consequence to be considered. Any breach 
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of the convention is likely to weaken it - chiefly by 
lowering public confidence in it. And although 
this consequence may touch the parties immediate¬ 
ly concerned very lightly, it is not to be taken 
lightly, because it is an injury to “the general hap¬ 
piness*’. For this reason it is indeed generally wrong 
to lie even where the more obvious consequences 
are good. But if there should be a ca.se where the 
consequence of a lie (even including the bad effect 
it has on public confidence) arc not so bad as the 
consequences of not telling the lie - then the utilita¬ 
rian would hold that the particular He is right. 

In tliis connexion, it has been argued that the 
utilitarianism put forward in Mill’s essays is not the 
same theory as that of Bentham, Sidgwick and 
Moore. Mill’s utilitarianism (it is said) is restricted in 
a most important way. For he recognizes that the 
test of the rightness or wrongness of individual ac¬ 
tions is not normally the test of their consequences: 
the test lies in the application of a moral rule ~ or 
(as Mill calls it) a secondary principle. So that an 
act of theft is wrong because there is a rule against 
stealing: and morality consists of “rules and pre¬ 
cepts for human conduct’’. But these rules may 
themselves be tested and found to be valid or in- 
vahd. The test is a utilitarian one: a rule is vahd if 
the consequences of its being generally ot'crved 
are better than the consequences of the rule’s not 
being generally observed - and better also than the 
consequences of the general observance of any al¬ 
ternative rule on the same subject. According to 
this interpretation, Mill would hold it proper to 
follow the moral rule unless (i) one were prepared 
to question the validity of the rule in general on 
utilitarian grounds; or (2) there was a conflict of 
rules - the very same course of action being re¬ 
quired by one rule and forbidden by another. In the 
latter case Mill clearly says that the proper proce¬ 
dure is to set aside both the “secondary principles’’ 
and appeal directly to “first principles’’ •- i.c. to the 
test of the goodness or badness of the consequences 
of doing and of not doing the action in question. 

Certainly Mill attaches great importance to fol¬ 
lowing moral rules even at the greatest cost to one¬ 
self. But can a utihtarian hold that there is a virtue 
in following a rule for its own sake ? The situation is 
complicated in the case of what Hume called the 
“Artificial Virtues’’ (justice, keeping promises, 
tclhng the truth etc.). As he showed, these virtues 
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are possible only where certain institutions exist: 
and that means, where certain rules of conduct arc 
generally followed. One cannot keep a promise or 
break a promise unless society has the institution of 
promising: just as one carmot defraud a residuary 
legatee in a society which has no law or custom of 
testation. In the case of the artificial virtues, then, 
it is true to say that one could not display them if one 
were guided simply by the First Principle of doing 
the action which promises the best consequences. 
The institutions which give rise to honesty in prop¬ 
erty, good faith in promises (and the reverse) pre¬ 
suppose that most people are bound by the rules of 
property and good faith and do not attempt to 
follow the course which seems to have the best 
consequences. All this shows that the artificial vir¬ 
tues are particularly liable to be undermined by 
irregular conduct: since our chief reason for observing 
them is the expectation that everyone else will al¬ 
ways do the same. (This is not so in the case of 
kindness, generosity, saving hfe etc. - Hume’s Na¬ 
tural Virtues which are worth practising whether 
or not everybody does so.) The argument cannot of 
course go so far as to show that such rules ought 
never to be broken. The question is: Does it suc¬ 
ceed 111 explaming on utihtarian principles, why we 
feci that the rules about justice and promise-keeping 
arc so important, and why it is always such a serious 
matter to break them? And it has to be borne m 
mind that the argument dhes not apply to tlie 
“Natural Virtues’’, some of which are taken at least 
as seriously as any of the arnficial ones. It is argued 
by anti-utihtarians that we know that certain rules 
are binding: and know which of the rules are the 
most binchiig: and that we know tiiis witliout 
having the information that would be necessary to 
infer it on utihtarian grounds. (k.b.) 

V 

Venn, John (1834-1923), born at%»Aill, England, 
After reading mathematics at Cambridge, where 
he was sixth wrangler in 1857, he was elected to a 
fellowship at Gonville and Caius College and took 
orders in the Church of England. (He later re¬ 
nounced his clerical status.) He returned to Cam¬ 
bridge in 1862 on his appointment as a college 
lecturer in moral science and the rest of his long 
career was spent in teaching and writing. From 
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1903 to his death, he was president of his college. 
He wrote three influential books on logic. The 
Logic of Chance (1866), Symbolic Logic (t88i) and 
Principles of Empirical cr Inductive Logic (1889). The 
first was the most important. It is a careful state¬ 
ment of the “frequency** theory of probability 
which was here expounded for the first time. His 
work is largely original chough he worked from 
suggestions put forward by the mathematician, 
R. L. Ellis. Venn’s account of probability has been 
extensively developed and criticised in the present 
century. 

Symbolic Logic though containing httle original 
work of importance is a thorough and readable 
survey of previous work in symbolic logic. It con¬ 
tains an extraordinarily full bibliography drawing 
attention among other important books to the long 
neglected but immensely fruitful work of Frege, 
Begriffschrift, then very recently published. Indeed, 
it is surprising in view of Verm’s familiarity with 
the work of Frege, Schroder and Peirce, that he 
did not advance the development of logic far more 
than he did. Principles of Empirical or Inductive Logic 
is a less important book relying largely though not 
uncritically on the work of J. S. Mill. Curiously, 
Venn’s own ideas on probability arc httle used 
there. (d.j.o’c.) 

Vienna Circle was the group of logical positiv¬ 
ists or, as they arc soiiictimes called, logical em¬ 
piricists who belonged to the University of Vien¬ 
na in the nineteen-twenties and ’thirties. In 1895 
a Chair of Philosophy of the Inductive Sciences 
had been founded in Vieima for Ernst Mach. 
Moritz Schlick was elected to this chair in 1922 
and very soon an informal circle of colleagues and 
senior pupils formed about him; they were united 
by a common interest in the sciences and math¬ 
ematics, a general acceptance of the positivistic out¬ 
look of Mach and a recognition of the importance 
of the developing science of mathematical logic. 
Among the more important of these are Friedrich 
Waismann, Rudolf Carnap, Otto Ncurath, E. 
Zilsel, Herbert Feigl, B. von Juhos, FeHx Kauf- 
mann, Victor Kraft, Hans Hahn and Kurt Gocdel. 
Though Wittgenstein was living in Austria at 
this time and was a personal friend of some of the 
members of this group he never was a member of 
it; but his Tractatus Logico-philosophicus greatly in¬ 


fluenced it. In 1929 the Circle was given a more 
formal status and a pamphlet was issued setting out 
its basic tenets and aims. In 1930 the magazine 
Erkenntnis was founded to be the organ of publica¬ 
tion of the group. Immense interest in the work of 
the Circle was aroused in the early 1930s both in 
Europe and in America; the group itself, however, 
was soon to be dispersed, because of the assassina¬ 
tion of Schlick in 1936, the hostility of the Nazis 
after the Anschluss and finally the war in 1939. 
Many members of die group have subsequently 
led distinguished philosophical careers in other 
countries and the circle has had its greatest influence 
outside the German-speaking countries in which it 
originated; but Victor Kraft, a junior member of 
the circle is now Professor of Philosophy at Vienna. 

(j.o.u.) 

Vitoria, Francis de, born between 1483 and i486 
in Old Castile, Spain. A Dominican Master of 
Paris, Valladohd, and Salamanca, he brought to the 
teaching of scholastic philosophy in his Relectiones, 
or published conferences, a new dignity and warmth. 
The founder of the great School of Spanish 
Thomists, he took a leading part in the university 
movement for promoting justice for the natives of 
Spanish America which earned the grateful ad¬ 
miration of Dr Johnson. He criticized the prevailing 
nominalism in philosophy, but above all is fa¬ 
mous as the Father of International Law. He devel¬ 
oped the jurisprudence of Thomas Aquinas, ex¬ 
tending the Jus Gentium (law of nations) of the 
Roman legal texts into an organic instrument of 
concord for the whole Respublica Humana (com¬ 
munity of mankind) which allows for pacts bet¬ 
ween States but also appeals to a higher sovereignty. 

(t.g.) 

w 

Ward, James (1843-1925), Enghshman, Professor 
x>f Mental Philosophy and Logic 1879-1925, a Fel¬ 
low of Trinity College, Cambridge, from 1875. He 
had entered the college in 1873, sifter resigning 
from the Congregational ministry, for which he 
had been educated at Spring Hill College, Bir¬ 
mingham, besides studying philosophy at Berlin 
and Gdttingen. His interests were wide, ranging 
from biology to his elaborate metaphysics, set 
out in his two scries of Gifford Lectures. The first 
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series is mainly critical of Spencer and “physics 
treated as metaphysics”, preferring history as a 
model of reality; the second develops under the 
influence of Leibniz and Lotze a pluralistic system 
of minds, (matter being composed of uiteracting 
mindlike monads), wliich is somehow to “leave 
room for” a unifying theism. 

But it is his work as a pliilosophical psychologist 
which gives him historical importance, flis hncy- 
clopaedia Britannica article “Psychology” in 1886 
brought about the downfall in Britain of the asso~ 
ciationist p.sychology, which had attempted to re¬ 
duce mental life to a system of experiences, or 
“presentations”, mechanically interrelated by laws 
like those which relate bodies in physics. Most no¬ 
tably, Ward maintained that there must always be 
a subject to wliich these presentations occur. This 
psychological subject, or “Pure Ego”, is not only 
aware of presentations, but feels pleased and pained 
in consequence, and has the power of variously 
distributing attention to the presentations, which 
form a continuum at any one moment (a “field of 
consciousness”) and from one moment to another. 
Changes in tliis continuum occur objectively, but 
also by the selective attention of the subject; and it 
is a continuum precisely because an entirely new 
field of consciousness never arises but only a partial 
change within the preceding field. Indeed Ward 
denies that any presentation is ever “absolutely 
new”. The bulk of the article was eventually in¬ 
corporated in his book Psychological Principles. 
Ward’s views in this held arc extremely hard to 
classify, because they seem to continue the inter¬ 
mixture of philosophy with the empirical science of 
psychology, a confusion of wliich Bradley accused 
Ward at the time, and which is now generally 
anathema to philosophers and psychologists ahke. 
Perhaps for this reason. Ward, in spite of changing 
the face of psychology, is now hardly read, and has 
had no lasting influence; among those he taught at 
Cambridge Russell and Moore owe nothing to 
his philosophy, while Stout, who docs, lias himself 
found httlc following. (r.hall) 

Whewell, William (1794-1866), British philo¬ 
sopher, a graduate of Trinity College, Cambridge. 
He spent the rest of his hfc as a Fellow at the col¬ 
lege, becoming Master in 1841. Elected F.R.S. in 
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1820, he was Professor of Mineralogy 1828-32, 
and Moral Philosophy 1838-55. 

Whewell pioneered the study of scientific meth¬ 
od, stressing the importance of induction in it; but 
m hne with lus general acceptance of Kantian Pliilo- 
sophy he regarded the “mysterious step” from 
the observation of particular facts to the discovery 
of general principles relating them as dependent on 
ideas formed by the understanding. That is to say, 
for the production of a scientific theory the mere 
collection of facts is inadequate; what is necessary is 
“a true colligation of facts by means of an exact and 
appropriate conception”. Here and elsewhere he is 
in cflect describing the hypothetico-deductive 
method: for example, “success seems to consist in 
franung several tentative hypotheses and selecting 
the right one”. This emphasis on the value of hy¬ 
potheses m science is his permanent contribution. 
It led directly to controversy with J. S. Mill be¬ 
cause Whewell maintained that the forinatioii of 
an explanatory hypothesis was the induction, and 
since the facts explained could then be deua^ed 
from the hypothesis, induction and deduction 
were not different kinds of reasoning as Mill 
thought, but each the other in reverse: “deduction 
justified by calculation wliat induction has happily 
guessed”. The dispute was unreal, for Whewell 
was interested m, and undoubtedly right about, 
the method of discovery in science, whereas Mill 
was mainly concerned with the logic of induction 
as a method of proof, or “process of analysis”,' 
proceeding from particuF-^ premises and usually 
ternunating in a general conclusion. 

Whewell’s views on induction and scientific 
method appeared in liis Philosophy oj the Inductive 
Sciences. T hey rested on the immense store of in¬ 
formation in his earlier History, without which 
Mill, by liis own confession, would have been un¬ 
able to write the parts of his Logic deahng with 
induction and attacking the later book. Whewell 
also wrote on mathematical and mo.^ philosophy, 
in both as an intuitionist, and in both Mill sclcacd 
him for attack, accusing him of making all philo¬ 
sophy a support for “any opinions which happened 
to be established”. Whewell was indeed the clum- 
pion of the estabhshed order in every field. 

Probably the most learned man of the early 
Victorian age, when he was famous, Whewell’s 
voluminous works arc now httle read; but as a 
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philosopher of science he deserves more attention 
than Mill. (r.hall) 

Whitehead, Alfred North (1861-1947), born at 
Ramsgate in the Isle of Thanct in East Kent, Eng¬ 
land, where his father was vicar. His boyhood, 
spent first in Ramsgate and later in the country 
parish of St Pctcr’s-in-Thanet, a countryside full of 
historical associations, gave him a strong sense of 
the continuity of the life of a society over the gen¬ 
erations, and of rehgion as intimately bound up 
with its way of life. This impression was strength¬ 
ened through his schooldays at Sherborne, an an¬ 
cient public school in Dorset. Here he was taught 
history and classics in the Whig tradition, as con¬ 
veying lessons in liberal principles and analogies 
with contemporary institutions and events. The 
historical rellections found in Whitehead’s books 
shew that he kept tliis practical interest in history, 
as illustrating general ideas which could also be 
seen exemplified in contemporary ways of life. 
(For an account of his boyhood and education, sec 
the biograplncal articles in Essays in Science and Philo^ 
sophy). He also studied a good deal of mathematics, 
and went up to Trinity College Cambridge as 
a mathematical scholar in 1880, where he was sub¬ 
sequently eleacd to a fellowship in mathematics. 
Here he began the collaboration with Russell on 
the logical foundations of mathematics which l<;d 
to the three volumes of Principia Mathematica. This 
interest was first shown in the Treatise on Universal 
Algebra (1903), and in Mathematical Concepts of the 
Material World (1905). The continuity of this early 
work with Whitehead’s later philosophical inter¬ 
ests has been shown by Dr V. Lowe in his con¬ 
tribution to the volume on A. N. Whitehead in the 
Library of Living Philosophers (Northwestern Uni¬ 
versity), and the close resemblance between the 
view of schemes of mathematical postulates in 
Mathematical Concepts of the Material World and his 
later views on mcuphysical theories has been shown 
by Dr. W. Mays The Philosophy of Whitehead 
(1959). In 1910 Whitehead moved to London, 
where he held the chair of Applied Mathematics 
at the Imperial College of Science in South Ken¬ 
sington until 1924, when he was invited to Harvard 
University as Professor of Philosophy, remaining 
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, until his death. With 


his wife (Evelyn Willoughby nee Wade) he gained 
the repuution of a briUiant conversationalist, keep¬ 
ing open house to a succession of his pupils, col¬ 
leagues and visitors. He was awarded the Order of 
Merit in 1945. 

Whitehead’s philosophy shows an attempt to 
combine (a) his logico-mathcmatical interest in ab¬ 
stract relational systems, (b) “cosmology” (not in 
the technical sense used in astro-physics, but in the 
broad sense of an interpretation of the world sug¬ 
gested by general notions underlying physical sci¬ 
ence) ; and (r) his moral and religious and also aes¬ 
thetic interest in human relationships within soci¬ 
eties. (Whitehead’s interest in religion was not, 
however, merely sociological; he saw it also as con¬ 
cerned with man’s relation to God thought of as 
the permanent ground of the world process). In his 
early logical work he pursued the suggestion, orig¬ 
inating from Frege, that mathematics can be shown 
to be derivative from certain formal logical rela¬ 
tionships. These make possible the development of 
deductive systems which supply, as it were, blank 
cheques of possible forms of relations, some of 
which may be filled in by “values” in empirical 
applications. In his interest in the general ideas un¬ 
derlying the physical science of his time, he was 
impressed chiefly by the field theories in physics, 
and the notion of energy as he learnt it from Sir 
J. J. Thompson, by whom it was presented as a 
vector magnitude, a measurable Hux passing from 
one natural event to another. This notion, he 
thought, implied that the physical ultimates should 
be thought of as lines of force with a direction, not 
as particles of matter occupying points of space at 
imtants of time. This led him, as early as the 1905 
paper on Mathematical Concepts of the Material 
World, to an attack on the classical Newtonian con¬ 
cepts. The notion of lines of force overlapping one 
another in “fields” was seen as analogous to the 
logico-topological device of “Extensive Abstrac- 
rion” a method he had devised by whicli geometri¬ 
cal elements such as points and lines are defined 
not as real or ideal entities, but relationally in terms 
of ways in which volumes of different kinds, such 
as circles rectangles or elipses, may systematically 
extend over or overlap one another (sec The 
Anatomy of Some Scientific Ideas, republished in The 
Organisation of Thought and The Aims of Education). 

The logioJ and epistemological notions con- 
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ncctcd with this way of regarding the physical 
world were developed in the three books of White- 
head’s “middle” period, The Principles of Natural 
Knowledge (iQig) The Comept of Nature (1920), and 
The Principle of Relativity (1922). Here he was con¬ 
cerned on the one hand with the framing of deduc¬ 
tive systems of precise concepts, and on the other 
hand with the interpretation of these in the data of 
experience. “Experience”, he believed, comes to us 
in the first instance in the form of vaguely inter¬ 
connected continua of feelings, and not in the form 
of clear-cut sense-data. This led him to a repudia¬ 
tion of the Humean sense-datum analysis which 
started from the vaguer continua of organic sensa¬ 
tion. Thus he considered that his basic logical no¬ 
tions of the relations of “Whole and Part”, system¬ 
atic overlapping, and “Extensive Connection” 
were more congenial than atomistic notions in the 
analysis of our basic c.xperiencc; we should start, 
he believed, not from clear cut items; but from the 
sense somethinif (foitvsf on, with a spatio-temporal 
spread. Whitehead at times claimed that his logical 
schemes could be reached by a process of ideali 7 ing 
and abstracting from the crude data of experience. 
This seems to underestimate the extent to which a 
notion such as the Method of Extensive Abstraction 
is a topological device for defining point and 
straight lines, and very unlike anything that can be 
derived from sense experience. But in seeing the 
need to devise logical and topological notions to 
deal with structures within an indeterminate con¬ 
tinuum, he was fastening on a genuine problem, 
even if his own formulation of it was not sufficiently 
clearly developed to hold the attention and interest 
of liis contemporaries or immediate post-con¬ 
temporaries, most of whom have continued to 
work with logical notions related to the atomistic 
form of analysis. 

In the books of his middle period Whitehead was 
concerned to give a general account of the “re- 
latcdness of nature” in terms of a logical scheme 
based on the notion of “Extensive Connection”. 
In the books of his last period [Science and the 
Modern lVorld{ig26), Process and Reality (1929) and 
Adventures of Ideas (1933), he turned to the con¬ 
struction of a comprehensive metaphysical system, 
based on these notions, but centring in a speculative 
account of what it is to be an “actual entity” in 
process of development within nature as so related. 


Here he presents a perspcctivnl view of structures 
within the continuum of natural events, each uni¬ 
fied from its own centre, this ('entre being looked 
on as the locus of an active subject of experience, 
forming itself from its interrelations witli the whole 
of Its environment; in Whitcliead’s own terminol¬ 
ogy, it is a “concrescence of prcliension”. The 
nearest analogy among traditional metaphysical 
views would be Leibniz’s Monads; Whitehead’s 
“actual entities” arc, however, not “windowicss”, 
that is, undergoing purely internal development 
but they are iti active interaction with each other 
throughout nature. Whitehead looked on this as a 
generalized notion of organic interconnection; in¬ 
deed he described his later work as a “philosophy 
of organism”. Its treatment in his later books is 
complicated by the use of terminology drawn not 
only from biology but from introspective psy¬ 
chology (for example the notion of “feelings” is 
used in a highly general sense). It is also complicated 
by his attempt to combine logical, mathematical, 
physical, biological, psychological, and indeed aes¬ 
thetic and religious notions within the same scheme, 
looking on these as all in various ways descriptive 
of elements in real processes within nature, and also 
(he hoped) all finally to be seen as particular exem¬ 
plifications of certain very general “metaphysical” 
principles. He acknowledged chat the attempt to 
reach thc.se completely general nrlnciplcs w\vi un¬ 
likely finally to be successful, although he hi>ped 
metaphysical schemes might be produced which 
should approximate to thct'i His belief in the im¬ 
portance of aiming at a comprehensive system led 
liim to try and produce such a scheme by general¬ 
izing principles derived from varied sources. These, 
however, may belong to different levels of abstrac¬ 
tion or to different logical types, so that as White¬ 
head presents them they do not readily cohere in a 
single system. In the earlier work he had been con¬ 
cerned with logical devices by which orderly 
schemes of exact concepts could be connected with 
sensory experience, which is vague and fragmentary 
and also (he believed) qualitative,emotionally toned 
and teleologically directed. In this later work 
there is a gigantic attempt to bridge this gap by 
representing the scheme of general notions itsed as 
derived by “descriptive generalization” from the 
kind of structure he believed we find in our actual 
experience. In this way he hoped to overcome the 
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“bifurcation’" between rn in and nature, and also the 
gap between general theory and actual experience. 
But in so doing he may have underestimated the 
artificial nature of general theories, and also his 
phenomenology of actual experience may at times 
be overinfluenced by his theoretical schemes. 

Whitehead’s work is many-sided, and has the 
faults as well as the virtues of a vast attempt to con¬ 
struct a comprehensive system which will “get 
everything in*". It cannot be epitomized adequately, 
and those wishing to grasp it must be prepared for 
a sustained effort to enter into an unusual way of 
thinking, expressed in unusual terminology. Except 
for the great influence of the work on Symbolic 
Logic with Russell in Prindpia Aiathematica, it has 
remained on the whole a self-contained form of 
thought with little direct cfl'cct on contemporary 
philosophy. Prophecy for the future is a gratuitous 
risk; venturing nonetheless, we suggest that even 
with a return of metaphysical interest liis system as 
a whole is unlikely to be studied as are the systems 
of, say, Spinoza or Leibniz, but that some of liis 
seminal ideas may be taken up and developed, per¬ 
haps in other and more rigorous ways. Such might 
be (a) his attempt to relate symbolic logic to the 
study of continua instead of to discrete elements; 
[h) his belief in the primacy for a theory of know¬ 
ledge of organic over visual sensation; and (c) his 
attempt to defend an “efficacious” as distinct from 
a “regularity” view of Causation, modelled on 
directly experienced transactions of a sentient agent 
within an environment. Some features of this view 
of organic interconnection, thought of in terms of 
overlapping fields of relationships, have already 
been drawn on in sociological theory. And certain 
of his books, notably Sdence and the Modern World 
and Adventures of Ideas, are likely to be read not 
only for the theoretical notions which they only 
partially present, but for their wealth of humane, 
and sometimes witty and penetrating, observations 
on the history of ideas and on man’s life in society. 

(d.m.e,) 

William of Ockham (?-i 347), English scholastic 
philosopher, a Friar Minor. He began to lecture at 
Oxford as a Bachelor about 1318 and since he 
never proceeded Master became known to his fol¬ 
lowers as Venerabilis Inceptor. In 1324 he was sum¬ 
moned to Avignon at the instigation of the Chan¬ 


cellor of his University, to reply to criticisms of 
his teaching before a Papal commission. After four 
years there he threw^ in liis fortunes with the Em¬ 
peror Lewis of Bavaria a few weeks after the latter 
had declared Pope John XXII deposed. Thence¬ 
forward till his death his pen was at the service of 
the Empire. He died at Munich while negotiations 
for his reconciliation with the Holy See were still 
in progress. 

The dissolvent influence of Ockham and Ock- 
hamism on previous ways of medieval thought was 
immense and lasting; many of liis writings were 
political in purpose, but his logic (in a wide sense), 
developed at Oxford, was always basic and opera¬ 
tive. Attempts to portray Ockham as some kind of 
modified 1 ‘homist or again Scotist are evidently 
mutually stultifying, and are not to be taken se¬ 
riously. The “terminist” school w^hich he founded 
knew itself, as it was known, to be wholly at odds 
with the representatives of the earlier syntheses. 
But all admit the extreme difficulty of summarizing 
a system which is in intention rigidly deductive but 
is not after all a mathematical one. The phrase 
“labyrinthine maze”,ofdistinctions and sub-distinc¬ 
tions, has often recurred in the literature, and it is 
this feature which has been chiefly remembered by 
later ages to the neglect of much that could justly 
have been found sympathetic and even ancestral. 

In epistemology Ockham propounded an in¬ 
tuitive knowledge of material singulars which he 
held to act directly, naturally and infallibly on the 
mind to produce a total impression of themselves. 
Theories of abstraction or of illumination are thus 
discarded. Direct and immediate, this intuition yet 
issues in concepts which arc signs and representa¬ 
tives of their source, representatives with plenary 
powers so that their marshalling and analysis is a 
faithful presentation of their original. Here the by 
now traditional grammatical and logical treatises 
on modes of signification and the properties of 
terms, metaphysically neutral in the hands of earlier 
writers, acquire a definitely conceptualist tinge; 
Ockham himself cannot be said to have neglected 
the intuitive approach to singular reality, but his 
followers widely surrendered themselves to the 
technicalities of this conceptual reflection, so that 
logic and nominalism have been and still are often 
identified as by definition. 

Ockham’s formal logic was made the subject of a 
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classic paper by J. Salamucha in 1935, translated 
from Polish into German by J. Bendiek {Die Aus- 
sagenh^ik hei Wilhelm Ockham in Franziskanische 
Studien No. 32, 1950). This argues that the chief 
stimulator of the vast logical activity towards the 
close of the Middle Ages was an accomplished 
though not faultless logician, with some idea of 
material implication and a preference for proposi¬ 
tion logic wliich he understood to be more basic 
than the syllogistic. (At the same time we have to 
reckon with texts which show that his ideal of 
demonstration was exphcitly syllogistic). 

In ontology the singular object of intuition was 
for Ockham, often composite indeed, but always 
irreducibly singular. No common or universal na¬ 
ture is to be discovered in it, no distinction of es¬ 
sence and existence, no principles of change on the 
Aristotelian pattern, above all no relations. Matter 
and form he admitted, but conceived of no longer 
as incomplete principles of being, rather as them¬ 
selves no less absolute and singular than the singu¬ 
lars composed of them. “I say then . . . that no 
natural reason can be found to prove that there is 
anything imaginable which is not absolute, and 
hence that no one thing depends on another or 
postulates another, and conversely that the fact 
that some things coexist docs not prevent t .“h be¬ 
ing absolute” (In Sent. i. d.3, q.2). “Plurality is 
never to be posited without need” (ibid. d. 27. q. 2) 
is one form of the principle known as “Ockham*s 
razor”, because he applied it frequently and 
thoroughly. Change is a mere re-shuffling of the 
singulars, and their origin in creation is a simple 
positing by God which remains wholly exterior to 
them. No more as for Aquinas does the causality of 
the first cause permeate their being and operations 
without exception; “creation” sigmfies the same 
thing, with connotation of a negation immediately 
preceding it; and “conservation” signifies the same 
thing, with connotation of continuance, and this is 
only to connote negation of interruption or de¬ 
struction of its essence”. 

This atomistic theory of knowledge and being is 
faithfully reflected in the moral order. The oblig¬ 
atory law of right reason is in the last analysis im¬ 
posed by an inexplicable divine command in no 
way rooted in the nature of God or the world. 
With regard to it every human will has the fullest 
autonomy, as indeed has God himself. For Ock- 
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ham the will is not essentially a power of choosing 
between goods, with which as goods it has a nat¬ 
ural affinity, but a power of self-determination in 
face of isolated beings in respect of which it has 
been given some arbitrary rights and duties, such 
as it can further establish for itself For the juridical 
and social consequences of this doctrine the reader 
should consult volumes IV to VI of G. de Lagardc's 
La Naissattce de VEsprit Laique au DMiti du Moyen 
Ape, Paris, 1946. (i.t.) 

Wilson, John Cook (1^49-1915), British philo¬ 
sopher, Professor of Logic at Oxford. He published 
little in his lifetime; his one book Statement and 
Inference (1926) is a compilation from the lecture- 
notes of his pupils made after his death. But his per¬ 
sonal influence in Oxford was immense; though 
brought up in the idealistic tradition of the late 
nineteenth century he was regarded as the leader of 
the Oxford realists, of whom Prichard and Ross 
arc other notable examples, in their opposition to 
the hitherto supreme idealistic movement repre¬ 
sented by F. H. Bradley. In particular he insisted 
that knowledge was a simple indefinable apprehen¬ 
sion of the real in opposition to the idealistic con¬ 
tention that the given was inevitably affected by 
thought. He was also a notable Aristotelian scholar 
and was deeply interested in the philosophy of 
mathematics regarding which he bitterly opposed 
the logistical theory of Russell. (j.o.u.) 

Wisdom, (Arthur)John Terence Dibben (1904- ), 
British philosopher, formerly Professor of Philo¬ 
sophy in Cambridge University, and a Fellow of 
Trinity College. Though his work touches on an 
enormous variety of topics, it is remarkably con¬ 
sistent 111 method, following up the making of al¬ 
most any philosophical assertion by saying just the 
opposite and seeing what comes to light. Even of 
one of his main theses, that philosophical state¬ 
ments arc verbal recommendations, 4 ic is quite pre¬ 
pared to say tlic contradictory since, in this way 
both liVenesses and differences between philo¬ 
sophers' statements and those of others will be 
brought out; and thus philosophy shows up the 
logic of different kinds of statement. He is heavily 
indebted to Wittgenstein, not least in rejecting 
traditional metaphysics regarded as dealing with 
strange entities but still finding it valuable because 
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it expresses dissatisfaction with our ordinary 
linguistic usage where this contains convicting 
conventions or none at all. It is these conflicts 
which are illuminating, says Wisdom, and he 
compares them to the obsessional doubts of the 
neurotic, which also have a point; indeed, philo¬ 
sophy, has a therapeutic value in ridding us of 
perplexity, and is in some ways comparable to 
psychoanalysis. (r.hall) 

Wittgenstein, Ludwig Josef Johann (1889-1951), 
by birth an Austrian of Jewish descent. He studied 
engineering at Berlin and then, from 1908, at Man¬ 
chester where he became especially interested in 
aeroplane engines and propellers. The mathemat¬ 
ical aspects of this work led Wittgenstein to devel¬ 
op an interest in pure mathematics and the philo¬ 
sophy of mathematics and he thus became aware of 
the Avork of Russell and Frege on mathematical 
logic. Consequently he moved to Cambridge 
w'herc he spent the greater part of 1912-13 working 
w^ith Russell, first as a pupil but soon as a partner. 
Wittgenstein served in the Austrian army in the 
first w'orld w'ar, being captured in Italy at the end. 
By this time he had completed his TractatusLogico^ 
Philpsophicus w^hich w'as published in Germany in 
1921 and in London in 1922. At this time Wittgen¬ 
stein believed that this wx)rk W'as a definitive solu¬ 
tion to the problems of philosophy ; he had also 
undergone a deep mystical experience wliilc on the 
Eastern front during the w’ar, apparently as a result 
of reading Tolstoy. On his release after the w’ar he 
consequently gave aw'ay the considerable fortune 
which he had inherited and w'ent to work as an 
elementary schoolmaster in Austria; at this time 
also he began to lead the very simple life which he 
never abandoned. However, during the ninetcen- 
twxnties he began to re-establish contact w ith philo¬ 
sophy; under the auspices of J. M. Keynes he re¬ 
visited Cambridge in 1925 and about the same time 
he established personal contact with Schlick and 
Waismann, tw'o of the leaders of the positivist 
movement in Vienna. In 1929 he returned perma¬ 
nently to Cambridge; he became a British subject 
at the time of the Anschluss. During the next three 
or four years he was gradually led, largely through 
self-criticism, to his new position in philosophy, so 
influential on recent Anglo-Saxon thought, which 
was first stated in the Blue and Brown books. 


which are notes of lectures dictated to pupils in 
1933-35 and pubhshed posthumously in 1958. He 
became Professor of Philosophy at Cambridge in 
succession to G. E. Moore in 1939; but on the out¬ 
break of war he went to work as a porter in a 
London hospital. In 1947 he resigned his chair in 
order to devote himself entirely to research; but 
his health soon deteriorated and he died of cancer 
in 1951. 

He w'as an unusual man; even as a professor he 
invariably wore an open-neck shirt; his room in 
Trinity College, Cambridge, w'as furnished by little 
more than a few deck-chairs; he never dined at the 
High Table with the other dons; his candour was 
so extreme that it could easily be regarded as rude¬ 
ness ; to the philosophical world in general he often 
gave the impression of being the highpricst of a 
secret cult rather than a fcllow-w^orker. 

Wittgenstciifs work as a philosopher divides 
clearly into two periods. The definitive account of 
his earlier views is contained in the TractatusLogico- 
PfhlosophicuSy written in 1914-1918; he himself 
published no account of his later views, but wc 
have an earlier version of them in the Blue and 
Brown books, which date from 1933-35, and a 
later version in the Philosophical Investigations, 
wliich contain his thoughts, constantly revised, 
from the mid-thirties until his death. Remarks on 
the Foundations of Alathematics, posthumously pub¬ 
lished, contains his most mature views on the philo¬ 
sophy of mathematics. It is to be expected that 
other posthumous publications are still to follow. 

Ihe Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus is without 
doubt a modern classic of philosophy; but it is a 
very diflicult work, written in aphoristic style. It 
presents a position in many ways similar to Rus¬ 
sell’s logical atomism; but it has been perhaps too 
frequently interpreted in Russellian terms, for 
Wittgenstein differed from Russell on important 
points and adopted a much more extreme and 
-consistent empiricism. Wittgenstein first states a 
metaphysic according to which the world consists 
entirely of simple facts, none of which is in any way 
dependent on any other, these facts being the ulti¬ 
mate subject-matter of empirical science. Wittgen¬ 
stein, unlike Russell, gives no examples of what he 
regarded as simple or elementary facts; there must 
be such in the last analysis but he is not prepared to 
claim that he has identified any. However he would 



presumably have regarded John’s shooting at 
Johann as being more nearly a simple fact than 
Britain’s being at war with Germany, and would 
have regarded most of what are usually called facts 
as being in truth mere assemblages of elementary 
facts. Language, he held in the Tractatus, the vehicle 
thought, has as its purpose the stating of facts, 
which it docs by picturing the facts; by saying that 
language pictures facts Wittgenstein especially 
wanted to claim that language must have a struc¬ 
tural similarity to what it describes; an informative 
statement will be a picture of some possible state of 
affairs in the same way as a sketch-map can picture 
a battle or the arrangement of the furniture in a 
room. This is true even though ordinary idiomatic 
language is so full of special conventions and ad hoc 
rules as to be hardly recognisable as a picture - just 
as a map of Australia might have such a queer pro¬ 
jection that we would not recognise it intuitively 
as such; but a perfect language is imaginable and is 
in principle constructable in which, for example, 
the spatial relationship of objects w'ill be pictured 
quite clearly by the spatial relationship of their 
names. The only fully significant use of language is 
thus to picture facts; beyond this there is a deriva¬ 
tive but legitimate use of language for stating tauto¬ 
logies, of which a simple example would be “It 
is raining or it is not raining”, but which Wittgen¬ 
stein held to include the w'holc of logic and math¬ 
ematics, which are vacuously true and tell us noth¬ 
ing. Beyond the fully-mcaningful picture of fact 
and the legitimate but empty tautology there is no 
legitimate use of language and any attempt to use it 
otherw'ise will be nonsensical: in particular all eth¬ 
ical or metaphysical utterances will be but pseudo¬ 
propositions, nonsensical violations of the proper 
use of language, since they are neither empirical 
nor tautologies (here we have a clear glimpse of 
what the Logical Positivists were later to call the 
verification principle as a criterion of significance). 
By a famous paradox, but as consistency requires, 
Wittgenstein denounces his own metaphysics and 
theory of language in the Tractatus as meaningless 
nonsense; for to say, for example, that language 
pictures facts is to try to give a picture of the pic¬ 
torial relation which holds between statement and 
fact, which is absurd; this pictorial relation shows 
itself and what shows itself cannot be said. Wittgen¬ 
stein regarded his metaphysics as useful or impor- 
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tant nonsense which helped one to recognize it it¬ 
self and all other nonsense as such. Our tendency 
to talk nonsense, particularly in philosophy, is 
caused by the complicated, untidy character of or¬ 
dinary language, and Wittgenstein devotes a great 
deal of attention to the technical problem of con¬ 
structing an ideal language w hich will never tempt 
anyone to talk nonsense. Finally, once one has un¬ 
derstood the Tractatus there will be no temptation 
to concern oneself any more with philosophy, 
which IS neither empirical like science nor tauto¬ 
logical like mathematics; one w^ill, like Wittgen¬ 
stein in 1918, abandon philosophy, w'hich, as tradi¬ 
tionally understood, is rooted in confusion. 

Wittgenstein’s later philosophy w'^as given its 
most simple, general and intelligible, tl^Migh not 
its most mature and complete, statement in the 
Blue Book of 1933. It IS largely directed, though not 
explicitly, to showing precisely why the whole way 
of thinking adopted in the Tractatus is mistaken, 
though it tends also to destroy all traditional ap¬ 
proaches to philosophy. The basis of the nev. ap¬ 
proach is a new view' of language; the old view' in 
the Tractatus that there is in principle the one per¬ 
fect scientific language with the sole task of de¬ 
scribing the world is abandoned and language is 
seen as an indefinite set of social activities, each 
serving a different kind of purpose. E.ach of these 
distinct ways of using language i‘ called by Witt¬ 
genstein a language game. No doubt there is a use 
of language for describing the world, and there 
may be one way of so doin^ which may reasonably 
be called “picturing” as in the Tractatus; but there 
is a host t)f other uses of language for fj^ving orders, 
asking, thanking, cursing, greeting, praying. Witt¬ 
genstein gives a considerable list of such different 
language games in paragraph 23 of Philosophical 
Investigations and ends with the remark: “It is in¬ 
teresting to compare the multiplicity of tools in 
language and of the ways they are used, the multi¬ 
plicity of kinds of word and senter-e with wdiat 
logicians have said about the structure of language 
(including the author of thcTractatusLogico-Philo- 
sophicus)T 

Though, in Wittgenstein’s opinion, wc learn to 
play all these language games correctly, by training 
in cliildhood rather than by theoretical instruction, 
we are liable to become over-impressed with one 
or two of the possible ways of using language, 
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giving ourselves an over-simplified account even of 
these (as his own account of the language of .cience 
had been over-simplified). Thus we think of a word 
as being always the name of something, to be learnt 
by ostensive definition or pointing (“That is a cat”), 
and of sentences as typified by “The cat is on the 
mat” or “Tom is fat” ~ accounts of the way the 
world goes. It thus comes about that when v/e 
reflect on uses of language which arc in fact quite 
different, and of which we are masters when wc 
employ language unreflectingly in its proper con¬ 
text, we try to force them all into one pattern. Wc 
may for example reflect on the language game of 
wisliing or hoping and try to force it into the pat¬ 
tern by taking is as “a description of my present 
mental state”; we may then introspcctively attempt 
to isolate the special mental event of hoping or 
wishing. Wittgenstein sees here the main root of 
philosopliical perplexity and metaphysical para¬ 
dox; philosophical puzzlement arises when wc ut¬ 
terly misunderstand the functioning of some of our 
conceptual tools. We may talk as though our prob¬ 
lem is of precisely defining a hope or wish, as 
though wc knew well enough roughly for ordinary 
purposes but needed in philosophy greater accura¬ 
cy; whereas, Wittgenstein held, what we need 
philosophically is to sec that wc arc utterly miscon¬ 
struing the concept of hoping if we take “hoping** 
as the name of some psychic process. Therefore to 
have a philosophical problem is like not being able 
to find your way about a town through not under¬ 
standing its plan, like being a fly in a bottle, buzzing 
against the side instead of flying out of the top; it is 
a bewitchment of the intelhgence. What is needed 
in such a predicament is not a revelation of the 
liidden, a subtle theory or explanation, a fine-spun 
analysis, for these do not cure radical misunder¬ 
standing. These concepts which perplex us arc one 
over which, out of our studies, we have complete 
mastery (in railway travel the notion of time does 
not perplex us). What wc need, therefore, are 
simple reminders of the purposes for which, wc 
make use of these concepts, of their proper employ¬ 
ment, judiciously assembled so that wc cease to be 
blind to what “already lies open to the view**. A 
well-arranged selection of such reminders, to pro¬ 
duce which requires philosophical gifts and is no 
automatic procedure, will make us sec how wc 
employ the concepts in question, the general nature 
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of the language game; having seen this we shall 
cease to be victims of philosophical puzzlement. 

We have just observed that Wittgenstein found 
one source of pliilosophical puzzlement in our 
tendency to try to interpret all uses of language in 
terms of one over-simphficd model, the attempt to 
assimilate the different. Another important source 
of philosophical perplexity he found in the search 
for the feature common to all things called by the 
same name. Thus we may try to find, and even 
invent, some feature common to all games, in vir¬ 
tue of which they arc called games. But Wittgen¬ 
stein held that there need be no such feature; if wc 
call tennis a game it is easy to find similarities bet¬ 
ween it and bridge and between bridge and pati¬ 
ence, and this is enough to explain the common 
name “game** without our looking for some fea¬ 
ture common to both football and patience and 
possessed by all games and only games. In such a 
situation as this Wittgenstein spoke of a family re¬ 
semblance. Thus wc may tend to look for some 
psycliic occurrence common to all cases of hoping 
or intending not only because we think that the 
verbs “hope** and “intend** must name some pro¬ 
cess but because we think that there must be a com¬ 
mon feature to all cases of each; Wittgenstein will 
then suggest to us that there may be only a family 
rcscniblancc between all the cases of intending. 

The bulk of Wittgenstein’s later work consists of 
the application of this method of philosophy to a 
wide variety of problems and tracing their inter¬ 
connection. He will take a set of concepts, from 
mathematics or from ordinary conversation, set 
out the paradoxical things which we are inclined to 
say about them under the influence of philosophical 
puzzlement, and then attempt to banish the puzzle¬ 
ment by reminding us of the normal use of these 
concepts, by inventing new language games which 
will be both revealingly similar and rcvcalingly 
different, always by description of actual and pos- 
-siblc uses of language in various contexts. 

Given this view of philosophy as being a fall into 
conceptual puzzlement from which one was res¬ 
cued, or rescued oneself, by reminders of the use of 
these concepts in their natural context, Wittgen¬ 
stein could find no place for any philosophical the¬ 
ories, doctrines or opinions. He conceived his usk 
to be to remind us of what lay on the surface, not 
to express any opinions or offer deep explanations. 
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III his own words {Iuvrstij^iifions, 126 and 129): 

“Philosophy simply puts everything before us, 
and neither explains nor deduces anything... Since 
everything lies open to view there is nothing to 
explain . . . T he aspects of things that are most 
important for us arc hidden because of their sim¬ 
plicity and familiarity’'. This makes the actual con¬ 
tent of Wittgenstein’s later work quite impossible 
to summarize; there is no doctrine and the method 
of description of conceptual matters that he em¬ 
ploys has no theoretical rules of procedure: one 
must simply describe things in such a way as to end 
the intellectual bewitchment of the perplexed. 

The influence of Wittgenstein on modern philo¬ 
sophy, particularly in the EngUsh-speaking coun¬ 
tries, has been very great. His Tractatus Loqico- 
Philosophkus was also of great importance for the 
growth of logical positivism in Continental coun¬ 
tries, particularly in Austria; many of the modern 
logical empiricists who have been little affected by 
his later work arc thus under a debt to his earlier 
views. The direct influence of the Tractatus on 
Anglo-Saxon philosophy was considerably lessened 
in earlier years by a tendency to think of it as being 
simply a rather extreme and paradoxical version of 
Russell’s philosophy; it was also positively mis¬ 
interpreted in the light of Russell’s logical .• omism 
and because of a translation which, as w'cll as being 
inaccurate, made use of Russell’s teclmical vocab¬ 
ulary (c.g. “atomic fact’’). 

The influence of Wittgenstein’s later work has 
however been very great in Britain, though it is still 
little known on the continent of Europe and has 
become widely known in America only compar¬ 
atively recently. It is a mistake to see modern Brit¬ 
ish philosophy as modelled entirely on Wittgen¬ 
stein for this is to underestimate sadly the impor¬ 
tance of Moore, Russell and Ryle specifically, 
very few modern analytic philosophers would ac¬ 
cept Wittgenstein’s view that the whole object of 
philosophy is to banish puzzlement. Moreover w’c 
can find other philosophers moving independently 
in the same direction as Wittgenstein at the same 
time; for all his great originality Wittgenstein hkc 
all men was of his time. But few would dispute 
that among analytic philosophers - between whom 
there is but a family resemblance - Wittgenstein 
stands out as a great and original philosophical 
genius. (j.o.u.) 


X 

Xenophanes, Greek poet and thinker hved at 
C'olophon, 570-r. 475 B.c. Leaving Ionia when 
young, he travelled round the Greek world, parti¬ 
cularly Sicily and the west, reciting his poems, which 
ranged from banqueting-songs to speculation.s on 
physics. He attacked the immoral gods of Homer 
and indeed the whole concept of anthropo¬ 
morphism, stating that there was one single deity 
“in no way like men in body or in thought’’, but 
“shaking all things by the thought of his mind’’. 
Xenophanes was treated as the first Eleatic by 
later Greek historians because of the superficial re 
semblance of his one god (which according to 
Aristotle’s conjecture was coextensive with the 
world, though the truth here is obscure) to Parme¬ 
nides’ Being. Some of Xenophanes’ physical ideas. 
wTre also interesting: the heavenly bodies were 
ignited clouds; things were originally all mud, be¬ 
cause fossils of sca-creaturcs are found inland; the 
sea will dry up, and then the process will be re¬ 
versed. Other rather fantastic physical suggestions 
were perhaps intentional parodies of the cxcessc.s of 
Milesian dogmatism. Xenophanes certainly stated 
salutorily that positive philosophical certainty lay 
out of men’s reach - “seeming is wrought over all 
things’’. See also Pre-Sg'Praties. (g.s.k.) 

Z 

Zeno of Citium, Cypriu,(f. 333-262 u.c.), Greek 
philosopher, founder of Stoicism, which was so 
named from the Painted Stoa (colonnade) w^herc 
Zeno taught. He came to Athens in 312/11, at¬ 
tended the lectures of Polcmo, head of the Acad¬ 
emy, studied dialectic under Stilpo and Diodorus 
of the Megaric School, but was most strongly in¬ 
fluenced by Crates the Cynic. The immense lit¬ 
erary output and authority of Chrysippns, the 
third head of the School, has matJb it difficult to 
penetrate to Zeno. But certainly the fundamental 
doctrines and the outhne at least of the whole sys¬ 
tem are due to the founder. His philosophy pro¬ 
ceeded from the Cynic base of the self-sufficiency 
of virtue, but he incorporated much from other 
sources into an original comprehensive system cov¬ 
ering all departments of philosophy; besides the 
teachers mentioned, Socrates (probably through 


299 



Zeno 


the works of Antisthenes) and the Peripatcric de¬ 
velopment of ethics most likely influenced his 
thinking. He declined the invitation of his admirer 
King Antigonus Gonatus, to advise him in Macc- 
don, but sent his pupil Persaeus. Ancient author¬ 
ities imply that he was of Phoenician origin, and 
many of his successors came from the eastern pe¬ 
riphery of the Greek world; but eastern influences 
are problematic. Stoicism in thought and spirit was 
Hellenic. (i.g.k.) 

Zeno of Elea, Greek philosopher and follower of 
Parmenides, flourished in Greece c. 450 b.c. 
He wrote a book defending Parmenides* single 
motionless Being by showing that plurality and 
motion entailed logicaUy contradictory conse¬ 
quences. Fragment 3 gives a typical argument 
against plurality: “(a) If there arc many, there 
must be just as many as there are and neither 
more nor less. But if they are as many as they arc, 
they must be limited, (h) If there are many, existing 


things arc infinite; for there arc always other things 
between the things that arc, and again others bet¬ 
ween those. And thus the tilings that arc arc in¬ 
finite*'. Against motion there were four related 
arguments, the stadium, Achilles and the tortoise, 
the flying arrow, and the moving rows. In the first, 
for example, Zeno argued that it is impossible to 
cross the stadium; for you must first reach half¬ 
way across, and before that quarter-way across, 
and so ad injinitiim. Thus the distance is infinite. 
These arguments against motion assumed that 
space could be divided into portions which could 
be correlated with portions of time. The Pytha- 
goreans beheved that things were composed of 
discontinuous units, and many scholars think that 
Zeno was attacking their kind of plurahty in par¬ 
ticular. His arguments seemed, nevertheless, to be 
valid against other pluralistic systems in general. 

Many of them were fallacious, since Zeno ignored 
the fact that the sum of an infinite geometrical 
progression is finite if the common ratio is less 
than 1. See also Eleatics and Pre-Socratics. 

(g.s.k.) 


300 



NOTES ON THE CONTRIBUTORS 


FOR FURTHER READING 



Notes on the Contributors 


J. L. ACKRILL, M.A. 

Professor of the History of Philosopliy, University of Oxford, Pnblir.itions include rontriimticMis to Bulletin of 
the Institute for Classkal Studies oj the Uniuersity of London, Mind And Journal of Ilellrnii Studies. 


H. H. ACrON, M.A., D.PHIL. 

Professor of Moral Philosophy, University of Kdinhur^h. hciitoi i’>f Jdiilo},^phy. Piibljc.itions include: The 
Illusion oj the Epoch: Marxisl^Lenimsm as a Thilosophiciil Creed, London, 1955, Poston, Mass., i«;57; and con¬ 
tributions to Mind, Philosophy and Proceedings of the Ari<<totcluin Society. 

A. HILARY ARMSTRONG, M.A., I.B.A, 

Gladstone Professor of Circck in the University of Liverpool. Publications inLludc; The Ardutccture of the 
Intellii^ihle Uniuerse in the Philosophy of Plotinus, Cambridge. 1940; An Introduction to Ancient Philosophy, 
London, 1947, Westminster, Md, 1949; and Plotinus, London, 1953. 

SIR ALFRED J. AYER, M.A., F.D.A. 

Wykeham Professor of Logic in the University of Oxford, and Honorary Fellow of Wadharn C^ollegc, 
Oxford. Formerly Grotc Professor of the Philosophy of the Mind, Univcrsitv College, London. Publications 
include: Lanpiuaqe, 'Truth and Loj^ic, London, 1936; The Foundations oj Empirical Knowledyte, London, T040; 
Thinking and Meaning (Inaugural Lecture), London, 1947; 'The Problem of Knoudedge, London, I95f>, and An 
Anthology oj Logical Positivism, Glencoe, Ill., 1959. 

ERROL BEDFORD, B.A. 

Senior Lecturer in Moral Philosophy in the Lhiivcrsity of ndinburgh. Pul)lications include contributions to 
I^oceedings of the Aristotelian Society and Proceedings of the Xlth International Conyir.^s of Philosophy, Auistcrdani, 

1953. 

SIR ISAIAH BERLIN, C.B.E., M.A. 

President of Wolfson College, Oxford. Publications include: Karl Mar.c, Oxford, 1939; 'I'li< Inei’itahility of 
History, London, T954; Two Concepts of Liberty, Oxford, 195?^, and contributions ro Mind And ProiceJings of 
the Aristotelian Society. 

KARL BRITTON, M.A., A.M. 

Professor of Philosophy, Lhiiversity of Ncw'castle upon T^me. Publications include: Comniiifiiiation. A Piiilo^ 
sopliical Study of Language, London, 1939: i S. Mill, London, 1953; and contributions to JouiUil of PIvlosophy, 
Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society and Cambridge Review. 

JOSEPH G. DAWSON, B.A., PH.L. 

Professor of Philosophy, Memorial University, Newfoundland. Publications include: .‘iquina<!: Selected Political 
Writings (translation), Oxford, 1948; and contributions to The Springs oj Morality, London, 1930, and The Scots 
Philosophical Quarterly. 

M. A. E. DUMMETT, M.A. 

Fellow of All Souls College, University of Oxford. Publications include contributions to The Philosophical 
Review and Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society. 

DOROTHY M. EMMET, M.A. 

Professor Emeritus of Philosophy in the University of Manchester. Publications include: Whitehead's Philosophy 
of Organism, London, 1932; The Nature of Metaphysical Thinking, London, 19451 Function, Pin pose and Powers, 
London, 1958; and contributions to Mind, Philosophy and Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society. 


303 



A. C. EWING, M.A., LITT.D., D.PHIL. 

Formerly Reader in Philosophy in the University of Cambridge and Director of Studies in Moral Sciences, 
Trinity Hall, Cambridge. Publications include: Idealism: a CritkaJ Surrey, London, 1934; The Itidiridual, the 
State and World Government, New York, 1947; Fundamental Questions of Philosophy. London, 1951; and 
contributions to Mind, Philosophy and Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. 

MARVIN PARSER, PH.D. 

Chairman of the Department of Philosophy at Buffalo Umversity. President of the Internauonal 
Phenomenological Society. Editor of Quarterly Journal and Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. Publica¬ 
tions include; Phenomenology as a Method and as a Philosophical Discipline, Buffalo, 1928; The Toundaiiou of 
Phenomenology, Harvard, 1943; Husserl, Buenos Aires, 1956; and Philosophy for the Future (Editor), New York, 

1949. 

J. N. FINDLAY, M.A., PH.O., F.B.A. 

Clark Professor of Moral Philosophy and Metaphysics, Yale University. Publications include: Meinong's 
Theory of Objects, Oxford, 1933; Hegel: a Re-examination, London, 1958; and contributions to Mind, Philosophy 
and Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. 

THOMAS GILBY, O.P., S.T.L., PH.D. 

Publications include: Phoenix and Turtle. The Unity of Knowing and Being, London, 1950; Between Community 
and Society, A Philosophy and Theology of the State, London, 1953 ; ^d Principality and Polity. Aquinas and the 
Rise of State Theory in the West, London, 1958. 

ROLAND HALL, B.A., B.PHIL. 

Reader in Philosophy, University of York. Publications include contributions to The Philosophical Revictr and 
The Philosophical Quarterly. 

R. M. HARE, M.A., F.B.A. 

White’s Professor of Moral Philosophy, University of Oxford. Publications include: The Language of Morals, 
Oxford, 1952; and contributions to Mind and Proceedings of the Aristoudian Society. 

R. HARRE, M.A., B.SC., B.PHIL. 

Lecturer in Plnlosophy ui tlic University of Leicester. Publicanons include contributions to The Philosophical 
Review, Philosophy and Analysis. 

H. L. A. HART, M.A. 

Principal of Brasenosc CoHcgc, Oxford. 

D. J. B. HAWKINS, D.D., PH.D. 

Publications include: A Sketch of Mediaeval Philosophy, London, 1946; Essentials of Theism, London, 1949 ; 
Being and Becoming, London, 1954 ; and Crucial Problems of Modem Philosophy, London, 1957. 

P. L. HEATH, B.A. 

Professor of Philosophy, University of Virginia. Publications include: The Nature of Sympathy by Max Schcler 
(translation), London and New York, 1954; Dialectical Materialism by Gustav Wetter (trartslation), London 
and New York, 1958; and contributions to The Philosophical Quarterly and Ih^oceedings of the Aristotelian 
Society. 

RONALD W. HEPBURN, M.A., PH.D. 

Professor of Philosophy, University of Edinburgh. Publications include: Metaphysical Beliefs {with Alasdair 
Macintyre and Stephen Toulmin), London, 1957; Christianity and Paradox, London, 1958; and contributions 
to Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, The Philosophical Quarterly and Philosophy. 


304 



EDMUND HILL, O.P., S.T.L., M.A, 

Tutor in pliilosophy to students of the Dominican Order. Publications include; Nine Sermons of Saint Augustine 
on The Psalms (translation), London, 1958; and contributions to Blackfriars and Life of The Spirit. 

WALTER KAUFMANN, PH.D., M.A., B.A. 

Professor of Philosophy in the University of Princeton. Publications include: Nietzsche: Philosopher, Psycho¬ 
logist, Antichrist, Princeton, 1950; Existentialism from Dostoevsky to Sartre (Editor), New York, 1956, London, 
^9$Tf Critique of Religion and Philosophy, Philadelphia, 1958; From Shakespeare to Extstentialism: Between Poetry 
Religion, and Philosophy, Boston, 1959; and contributions to Commentary, Journal of the History of Ideas and 
'The Philosophical Review. 

I. G. KIDD, M.A., B.A. 

Lecturer in Greek in the University of St Andrews. Publications include contributions to Classical Quarterly 
and Classical Review. 

G. S. KIRK, M.A. 

Professor of Classics, Bristol University. Public.ations include: Heraclitus, the Cosmic Fragments, Cambridge, 
1954; and The Presocratk Philosophers (with J. E. Haven), Cambridge, 1957. 

STEPHAN KORNER, JUR.DR., M.A., PH.D. 

Professor of Plulosophy in the Umversity of Bristol. Pubheations include: Kant, London, 1955; Conceptual 
Thinking, Cambridge, I95.S» New York, 1958; Observation and Interpretation (Editor), London, 1957; and 
contnbuuons to Mind, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society and The Philosophical Review. 

J. D. MABBOTT, C.M.G., B. LUT., M.A. 

Formerly President of St John’s College, University of Oxford. Publications include: I'he State and the Citizen, 
London, 1948 ; and contributions to Contemporary British Philosophy, London, 1956; Mind, Proceedings of the 
Aristotelian Society and Philosophy. 

ALASDAIR MACINTYRE, B.A., M.A. 

Profc.ssor of the History of Ideas, Branueis University. Publications include- Marxism: An Interpretation, 
London 1953; Metaphysical Beliefs (with Ronald W. Hepburn and Stephen Toiuiniii), London, 19V7; The 
Unconscious, London, 1958; and contributions to Mind, Philosophy and The Philosophic^ Quaiterly. 

D. M. MACKINNON, M.A. 

Norris-Hulsc Professor of Divinity, Cambridge University. Stanton Lecturer in 'De Pliilosophy of Religion 
in the University of Cambridge, 1956-9. Publications include: Chri.stian Faith and Communist Faith, London, 
1953; A Study in Ethical 'Theory, London, 1957; and contributions to Contemporary British Philosophy, Pro¬ 
ceedings oj the Aristotelian Society and The Pa.losophical Quarterly. 

D. G. C. MACNABB, M.A. 

Formerly Fellow, Senior Tutor and Lecturer in Philosophy, Pembroke College, Uni ersity of Oxford. 
Publications include: David Hume, His Theory of Knowledge, London, 1951; and contributions to Proceedings of 
the Aristotelian Society and Revue Internationale dc Philosophic. 

PHILIP MERLAN, DR. lUR., DR.PHIL. 

Formerly Professor of Philosophy, Scripps College and Claremont Graduate School, C.ilifornia. Publications 
include: From Platonism to Neoplatonism, 'I'hc Hague, 1953; and contributions to journal of the History of Ideas, 
Transactions of the American Philological Association and Philosopny and Phenomenological Research. 

ERNEST NAGEL, B.S. IN S.S., M.A., PH.D. 

Formerly Jolin Dewey Professor in Philosophy at Columbia University in the City of New York. Past-President 
of the Association of Symbolic Logic and of the American Plulosophical Association. Publications include: 
Introduction to Logic and Scienlife Method (with M. R. Cohen), New York, 1934; Principles oJ the Theory oj 
Probability, Chicago, ig^g; Sovereign Reason, Glencoe, Ill., 1954; and Logic without Metaphysics, Glencoe, 111 ., 1957. 


305 




F. H. NOW£LL-SMITH, A.M.» M.A. 

Professor of Philosophy, York University, Toronto. Publications include: Ethics, Oxford, 1957; and con¬ 
tributions to Mind and Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society. 


JAMES o'cONNELL, M.A., PH. D. 

Professor of Government, Ahmadu Bello University. Nigeria. 


D. J. o’cONNOR, M.A., PH.D. 

Professor of Philosophy in the University of Exeter. Publications include: John Locke, London, 1952; Introduc-> 
tion to Symbolic Logic, 1955; Introduction to the Philosophy of Education, London, 1957; and contributions to 
Mind and Philosophy. 


K. S. PETERS, B.A., PH.D. 

Professor of the Philosophy of Education, University of London. Publications include; Hohhes, London, 1956; 
The Concept of Motivation, London, 1958; and contributions to Mind, Philosophy and Analysis. 


ANTHONY QUINTON, M.A. 

Fellow and Tutor of New College, and Lecturer in Philosophy in the University of Oxford. Publications 
include contributions to Philosophy, Politics and Society, Oxford, 1956; The Nature of Metaphysics, London, 
1957; Mind, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society and Victorian Studies. 

RICHARD ROBINSON, B. LITT., M.A., PH.D. 

Formerly Fellow of Oriel College, University of Oxford. Publications include: The Province of Logic, London, 
1931; Plato's Earlier Dialectic, New York, 1941, Oxford, 1953 ; Definition, Oxford, 1950. 

ERWIN I. J. ROSENTHAL, LITT. D., D. PHIL. M.A. 

Reader in Oriental Studies in the University of Cambridge. Publications include: Averroes^ Commentary on 
Plato’s **Republic’\ Cambridge, 1956; and contributions to Islamic Culture and The Listener. 

GILBERT RYLE, M.A. 

Formerly Waynflete Professor of Metaphysical Philosophy in the University of Oxford. Former editor of 
Mind. Publications include: The Concept of Mind, London, 1949; and Dilemmas, Cambridge, 1954. 

RUTH LYDIA SAW, B.A., PH.D. 

Professor Emeritus in Aesthetics, University of London. Publications include: The Vindication of Metaphysics. 
London, 1951; Leibniz, London, 1954; and contributions to Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society and Literary 
Guide. 

P. P. STRAWSON, M.A. 

Waynflete Professor of Metaphysical Philosophy in the University of Oxford. Publications include: In¬ 
troduction to Logical Theory, London, 1952; Individuals, London, 1959; and contributions to The Revolution 
in Philosophy, London, 1956; The Nature of Metaphysics, London, 1957; Philosophy, Mind and The Philosophical 
Review. 

F. A. TAYLOR, M.A., CHEVALIER DE LA LEGION D*HONNEUR. 

Formerly Librarian, Christ Church, University of Oxford. Publications include: Voltaire's Lettres Philo- 
sophiques, Oxford, 1943. 


IVO THOMAS, M.A., S.T.M, 

Visiting Professor in Logic in the University of Notre Dame, Indiana. Publications include: Aristotle's "De 
Anima* and the '^Commentary* of St Thomas Aquinas (translation), Yale, 1951; A History of Formal Logic by I. M. 
Bochenski (translation), inefiana, 1959; and contributions to Mind, Blackfriars and Dominican Studies. 


306 



J. O. UKMSON, M.A. 

Fellow of Corpus Cliristi College, University of Oxford. Formerly Professor of Philosophy in the University 
of St Andrews, and Visiting Associate Professor at Princeton University. Publications include Philo¬ 
sophical Analysisy Oxford, 1956; and contributions to Logic and Language, Oxford, 1953, Essays in Comeptual 
Analysis, London, 1956; and Essays in Moral Philosophy, Seattle, 1958. 

JAMES WARD SMITH, PH.D. 

Professor of Philosophy at Princeton University. Publications include; Theme for Reason, Princeton, 1957; and 
contributions to Mind, Journal of the History of Ideas and Journal of Philosophy. 

G. J. WARNOCK, M.A. 

Principal of Hertford College, University of Oxford. Publications include: Berkeley, London, 1953; English 
Philosophy since igoo, London, 1958; and contributions to Logic and Language, Oxford, 1953; Essays in Con¬ 
ceptual Analysis, London, 1956; and The Nature of Metaphysics, London, 1957. 

ALAN R. WHITE, B.A. 

Professor of Philosophy in the University of Ffull. Publications include: G. E. Moore, Oxford, 1958; and con¬ 
tributions to Mind, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society and Philosophy and Phenomenological Research. 

B. A. O. WILLIAMS, M.A, 

Knightbridgc Professor of Philosophy, University of Cambridge. Publications include contributions to The 
Nature of Metaphysics, London, 1957; Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Mind and Philosophy. 


307 




For Further Reading 

This list ofbooks is far from comprehensive. Generally more difficult books have been excluded unless they have 
some claim to be classics; books in languages other than English have also been kept to a minimum. 


Ancient Philosophy 

GENERAL 

Early Greek Philosophy by J. Burnkt. Black, London and 
Macmillan, New York, 4th ed. 1930. 

The Presocratic Philosophers by G. S. Kirk and J. E Raven. 

C.U.P., Cambridge and New York, 1957. 

The Theology of the Early Greek Philosophers by W. Jaeger. 

O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 1947. 

The Physical World of the Greeks by S. Sam bur sky, tr. 

M. Dagcut. Routlcdge, London, 1956. 

Socrules and the Socratic Schools by F.. Zeller, tr. O. J. 

Rkichfl. Longmans, London, 1885. 

Stoics, Epicureans and Sceptics by E. Zeller, tr. O. J. 

Reichei. Longmans, London, 189.2. 

The Greek Thinkers by T. Gomplrz, tr. L. Magnus and 
G. G. Berry. Murray, London, 1901-12; Humanities, 
New York, 

Die Stoa by M. Pohlenz. Gottingen, 1948-9. 

Stoics and Sceptics by E. Blvan. O.U.P., Oxford, 1913. 
History of Cynicism by D. R. Dudify. Methuen, London, 

1937. 

The Greek Cynics by F. Sayre, 1948. 

The Greek Atoinists and Epicurus by C. Bailly. O.U.P., 
Oxford. 1928. 

Roman Stoicism by E. V, Arnold. O.U.P , Oxford, 1911, 
reprinted 1958. 

Stoic and Epicurean by R. D. Hicks. Longmans, . mdon 
and New York, 1910, 

INDIVIDUAL PHILOSOPHERS 
ARISTOTLE 

The Works of Aristotle, Oxford translation. O.U.P , Ox¬ 
ford and New York, 1928-52. 

Anstotle by W. D, Ross. Methuen, London, 1923 ; Barnes 
&■ Noble, New York. 1955. 

Aristotle by W. jaeger, tr. R. Robinson. O.U.P., O’c^ord, 
1934 and New York, 1948. 

CICERO 

De OJficiis by Cicero, tr. W. Miller (Loeb Classical 
Library) Hcmeinann, London and Harvard U.P., Cam- 
bndge, Ma,ss., 1896. 

De Natura Deorum by Cicero, tr. F. Brooks. Methuen, 
London, 1896. 

De Finibus by Cicero, tr. H. Rackham. (Loeb Classical 
Library) Heinemaim, London and Harvard U.P., Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass., 1937. 

Academica by Cicero, tr. H. Rackham. (Loeb Classical 
Library) Hcincmann, London and Harvard U.P., 
Cambridge, Mass., 1933. 

EPICTETUS 

Works by Epictetus, tr. A. Oldfather. (Loeb Classical 
Library) Hcincmann, London and Harvard U.P., Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass., 1925-8. 

EPICURUS 

Epicurus and his Gods by A. J. Festugiere, tr. C.W. 


Chilton. Blackwell, Oxford, 1955; Harvard U.P., 
Cambridge, Mass., 1956. 

Extant Remains by Epicurus, ed. and tr. C. Bailey, 
O.U.P., Oxford, 1926. 

LUCRETIUS 

On the Nature of Things by Lucretius, tr. W. H. Rouse. 
(Loeb Classical Library) Huncmaiin, London and 
Harvard U.P., Cambridge, Mass., 1924. 

MARCUS AURFLIUS 

Meditations etc. by Marcus Aurelius, ed, J. G. Jenn- 
iNG.s. Blackie, London, 1917. 

PLATO 

Dialogues by Plato, tr. B. Jowett. O.U.P., Oxford, 
4th cd. (revised) 1953. 

Plato, the Man and his Woik by A E. Tayior. Methuen, 
London, 1926; Hum.anitics, New York. 

PLOTINUS 

Complete English Translations hy S. MacKenna, rev. B. S. 
Pace. Warner, London, 1917-30. 

Selections in Translation. Introduction and notes by A. H. 
.Armstrong, Allen & Unwm, London, 1953. 

The Philocophy of Plotinus by W. R. Incl. Longmans, 
London and New York, rev. ed. 1948, 

The Architecture of the Intelligible Universe in the Philosophy 
of Plotinus by A. H. Armstrong, C.U.P., Cambridge, 
1940. 

SENECA 

Moral Essays by Seneca, tr. J. W. B^sore (Loeb ^ 'lassical 
Library) Hcincmann, London and Harvard U.P., Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass., 1935. 

For translations of works of other Greek philosophers, sec 
especially the abovc-menfioniird works of Bumet and of 
Kirk and Raven. 


Medieval Philosophy 

GENEBAL 

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages b> 
E. Gilson. Shecd &: Ward, London and Random, 
New York, 1955 - 

A Sketch of Medietfal Philosophy by D. B. Hawkins. 

Shced & Ward, London, 1946; New York, 1947. 
Medieval Thought from St Augustine to Ockham by G. Leff. 

Penguin, London and Baltimore, 1958* 

Selections from Medieval Philosophers cd. R. McKeon. 

Scribner’s, London, 1930-1 and New York, 1929. 
Encyclopedia of Islam ed. J. H. Kramers and Sir H. A. R. 

Gibb. Luzac, London, I 954 -- 9 - 
A Library of Fathers ed. E. B. Pusey and others. O.U P., 
Oxford, 1838-85. 

A History of Philosophy, Vols. 2 and 3, by F. C. CoPtrsTON. 
Bums & Oates, London, 1953; Newman, Westnunster, 
Maryland, 1950 - 3 - 


309 



INDIVIDUAL PHILOSOPHERS 

ABELARD 

Selections from Medieval Philosophy^ Vol. i, ed. R. McKeon. 

Scribner's, London 1930-1 and New York, 1926. 

Peter Abailard by J. K. Sikes. C.U.P., Cambridge, and 
Macmillan, New York, 1932. 

AQUINAS 

Philosophical Texts by Aquinas, ed. T. Gilby. O.U.P., 
Oxford and New York, 1951. 

The Christian Philosophy of St Thomas Aquinas by E. Gilson 
(with a catalogue of his works by I. T. Eschmann). 
Sheed & Ward, London, 1957. 

Aquinas by F. C. Copleston. Penguin, London and 
Baltimore, 1955. 

The Life of St Thomas Aquinas by K. Foster. 

AUGUSTINE 

Confessions by Augustine, tr. Sir T. Matthew, rev. 
R. Huddleston. Burns & Oates, London, 1954; 
Regnery, Chicago. Ill., 1956. 

The City of God by Augustine, tr. J. Healey, ed. 
R. Tasker. (Everyman) Dent, London and Dutton, 
New York, 1957. 

On Christian Doctrine and Enchiridion by Augustine, tr. 

J. S. F. Law, Clark, Edinburgh, 1892. 

A Guide to the City of God by M. Versfeld. Sheed & 
Ward, London, 1958. 

Saint Augustine by H. Mabrou. Longmans. London, 1957 
averroes 

Tahqfut al-tahafut by Averroes, tr. S. van den Berch. 
Luzac, London, 1955- 

Commentary on Plato's Republic by Averroes, ed. and tr. 

E. I. J. Rosenthal. C.U.P., Cambridge, 1956. 

Political Thought in Medieval Islam, Ch. IX, by E. 1 . J. 

Rosenthal. C.U.P., Cambridge, 1958. 

Ibn Rushd {Averroes) by L. Gauthier, Paris, 1948. 

AVICENNA 

Avicenna on Theology by A. J. Arberry. Murray, London, 

1951. 

Avicenna's Psychology by F. Rahman. O.U.P., Oxford, 

1952. 

Avicenna: Scientist and Philosopher ed. G. N. Wickens. 
Luzac, London, 1952. 

Avicenna. His life and works by S. N. Afnan. London, 1958. 

BACON, ROGER 

The Opus Maius by Roger Bacon, tr. R. B. Burke. 

Pennsylvania U.P., Philadelphia, 1928. 

Roger Bacon and His Search for a Universal Science by 
Stewart Easton. Blackwell, Oxford and Columbia 
U.P., New York. 1952. 

BOETHIUS 

IVorks by Boethius, tr. H. F. Stewart. (Locb Classical 
Library) Hcincmann, London and Harvard U.P., Cam¬ 
bridge, Mass., 1918. 

bonaventura - 

The Philosophy of St Bonavenfure by E. Gilson, tr. Dom 
1 . Trethowan. Sheed & Ward, London, 1938. 

cajetan 

The Analogy of Names by Cajetan, tr. E. A. Bushinski. 
Duquesne U.P., Pittsburgh, Pa. 


The Concept of Being by Cajetan, tr. E. A. Bushinski. 

Duquesne U.P., Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Existence and Analogy, pp. 92-121, by E. L. Mascall. 

Longmans, London and New York, 1949. 

The Analogy between Cod and the World, pp. 205-475, by 
H. Lyttkens, tr. A. Poignant. Lundequist, Uppsala 
and Harrasowitz, Wiesbaden, 1953. 

SCOTUS, DUNS 

Duns Scotus by S. R. S. Harris. O.U.P., Oxford, 1927; 
Humanities, New York. 

ERIGENA 

Selections from Medieval Philosophers, Vol. I, by Johannes 
Scotus Erigena, cd. R. McKeon. Scribner’s, 
London, 1930-1 and New York, 1926. 

Johannes Scotus Erigena, a Studv in Mediaeval Philosophy by 

H. Bett. C.U.P., Cambridge, 1925. 

MAIMONIDF.S 

ITte Guide of the Perplexed by Maimonides, tr. M. Fried- 
lander. Routledgc, London and Dutton, New York, 
1947. 

The Eight Chapters on Ethics by Maimonides, tr. J. I. 

Gorfinkle. Columbia U.P., New York, 1912. 

The Teachings of Maimonides by A. Cohen. Routledgc, 
London, 1927. 

PETFR of SPAIN 

Petri Hispani Summulae Logicales by Peter of Spain, cd. 

I. M. Bochenski. Turin, 1947. 

WILLIAM OP OCCAM 

Selections from Medieval Philosophy, Vol. II, by William 
OF Occam, cd. R. McKeon. Scribner’s, London, 
1930-1 and New York, 1926. 

Philosophical Writings by William of Occam, tr. 

P. Boehnf.r. Nelson, Edinburgh and New York, 1957. 
The Logic of William of Ockam by E. A. Moody. Sheed & 
Ward, London, 1935. 

Many of the earlier medieval philosophers have had none 
of their works translated; they arc to be found in the 
original, especially in the Patrologia Graeca and the 
Patrologia Latina, both edited by Mignc (Paris). 

Modem Philosophy 

(Some introductory and classical works on main topics) 

HISTORY OF PHILOSOPHY 

History of Philosophy by F. C. Copieston. Burns & 
Oates, London, 1947; Newman Press, New York. 
History of Western Philosophy by H. Hoffding, reprinted 
1956. 

History of Western Philosophy by B. A. W. Russell. 
Alien Sc Unwin, London, 1946; Simon Sc Schuster, 
New York, 1947. 

History of Modem Philosophy by H. Hoffding, tr. B. 
Meyer. Macmillan, Lonoon, reprinted 1956; Dover, 
New York, 1955. 

A History of Philosophy by C. C. J. Webb. O.U.P,, Oxford 
and New York, 1915. 

Contemporary European Philosophy by 1 . M. Bochenski, 
tr. Donald Nicholl ana Karl Aschenbrenner. 
California U.P., California, 1957. 

English Philosophy since 1900 by G. J. Warnock. O.U.P., 
Oxford and New York, 1958. 
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THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE AND METAPHYSICS 

(i) Some easier classics 

Meditations on the First Philosophy by R. Descartjes, tr. 

J. VhiTCH. Simpkin & Marshall, London, 1853* 

Essay concerning Human Understanding by J, Locke, cd. 
R. Wilburn. (Everyman) Dent, London and Dutton, 
New York, 1947. 

Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous by G. Berkeley. 

Collier, (Harvard Classics, Vol. 37), New York, 1910. 
Principles of Human Knowledge by G. Berkeley, cd. 

CL Simon. Routlcdge, London, 1907. 

Inquiry concerning the Human Understanding by D. Hume, 
cd. L. Selb y-Bigge. O.U.P., Oxford, 1902; Collier 
(Harvard CLlassics, Vol. 37), New York, 1910. 

Essay on the Intellectual Powers of Man by T. Reid, cd. 

A WoozLEY. Macmillarr, London, 1941. 

Prolegomena to any Future Metaphysics by 1 . Kant, cd. and 
tr. P. Lucas. Manchester U.P., Manchester, 1953; cd. 
and tr. P. Carus. Open Court, La Salle, III. 

(ii) Some useful contemporary works 

The Problems of Philosophy by B. A. W, Russeli O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1912. 

The Revolution in Philosophy by A. J. Ayer, D. Pears and 
others. Macmillan, London, 1955; Yale, New Haven, 
Conn. 

The Foundation of Phenomenology by M. Farber. Harvard 
U.P., Cambridge, Mass., 1943. 

Logic and Language (first and second series) cd. A. G. N. 

Flew. Blackwell, Oxford, 1951-3. 

New Essays in Philosophical Theology cd. A. G. N. Flew 
and A. MacIntyre. S.C.M., London, 1955; Macmillan, 
New York, 1956. 

Readings in Philosophical Analysis cd. H. Feigl and 
W. SELLAR.S. Applcton-Ccntury-Crofts, New York, 

1949. 

Theory of Knowledge by A. Wooziey. HuL.mnson, 
London, 1949. 

(m) Logic and .utentifu method 

Readings in the Philosophy of Science ed. H. Feigl and 
Brodrick. Applcton-Ccntury-Crofts, New York, 

19.53. 

Introduction to the Philosophy of Science by S. Toulmin. 

Hutchinson, London, 1953 ; Rinehart, New York. 
Fundamentals of Symbolic Logic by A. Ambrose and 
M. Lazerovitz. Rinehart, New York, 1948- 
Introduction to Symbolic Logic by A. H. Basson and 
D. J. O’Connor. University Tutorial Press, London, 
3rd cd. 1959- 

A Handbook of Logic by Brennan. New York, 1957 - 
Introduction to Logic and Scientific Method by M. R. Cohen 
and E. Nagel. Routlcdge, London and Harcourt, New 
York, 19.34- 

Scientific Method and Probability by P. H. Nidditch. 
London, 1958, 

Symbolic Logic by I. Copi. Macmillan, London and New 
York, 1954. 

Probability and Induction by W. Kneale. O.U.P., Oxford 
and New York, 1949. 

The Logical Problem of Induction by G. von Wright. 

Blackwell, Oxford, rev. ed. ^1957. 

See also under: Boole, Frege, Jbvons, Russell, Popper, 
Quine and Venn, below. 

AESTHETICS 

Philosophies of Beauty (selections) by E. F. Carritt. 
O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 1931. 


Beauty and other Forms of Value by S. Alexander. Mac¬ 
millan, London,1933. 

Breviary of Aesthetics by B. Croce, tr. D. Ainslib. 
Houston, 1915. 

Aesthetic by B. Croce, tr. D. Ainshe. Owen & Vision, 
London, 1953 i Noonday, New York, 1956. 

Feeling and Form by S. Langer. Routlcdge, London. 1953. 
Critique of Judgement by I. Kant, tr. J. C. Meredith. 
O.U.P., Oxford, 1952. 

Principles of Art by R. G. Collingwood. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1938. 

The History of Aesthetic by B. Bosanquet. AJJen 6 c 
Unwin, London, 1892; Macmillan, New York. 

Essays in Aesthetics and Language cd. W. Elton and others. 

Blackwell, Oxford, i9S4. 

ETHICS 

(1) General Introductions 

Ethics by P. H. Nowell-Smith. Blackwell, Oxford, 1957. 
Ethics by G. E. Moore. O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 

1947. 

The Language of Morals by R. Hare. O.U.P., Oxford, 
1952. 

The Logic of Moral Discourse by P. Edwards. Free Press, 
Glencoe, Ill., 1955. 

A Modern Introduction to Moral Philosophy by A. Monte- 
FioRE. Routlcdge, London, 1958. 

(ii) Some classical works 

The Republic by Plato, ed. F. M. Cornford. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1941. 

The Nicomachaean Ethics by Aristotle, tr. H. Joav him, 
cd. D. A. Rf.es. O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 1951. 
Ethics by B. de Spinoza, tr. Boyle. (Everyman) Dent, 
London and Dutton, New York, 1955. 

Inquiry concerning the Principles of Morals by D. Hume. 
O.U.P., Oxford, 1902; Liberal Arts Press, New York, 
1955 - 

Fundamental Principles of the Metaphysics of Ethics by 
1 . Kant, tr. T. Abbott. Longmans, Loudon, 3 rd cd. 
1907. 

Review of the Principal Questions in Morals by R. PuirE, ed. 

D. D. Raphael. O.U.P., Oxfora, 1948. 

The Philosophy of Right by G. Hegel, tr. T M. Knox. 

O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 1942. 

Utilitarianism by J. S. Mill. '{Everyman) Dent, London 
and Dutton, New York. 

Prolegomena to Ethics by T. H. Green, ed. A. C. Bradley. 
O.UP., Oxford, 1883. 

Principia Ethica by G. E. Moore. C.U.P., Cambridge, 
1903. 

See also under: Bentham, Braithwaite, Broad, 
Butler, Clarke, Dewey, Edwards, Grotius, 
Green, Hartmann, Hobbes, Hutcheson, Marx, 
Nietzsche, Prichard, Ross. Rousslau, Schlick, 
SiDGWicK, Spencer, Stevenson, Tayior and 
Toulmin, below. 

Individual Philosophers 

AUSTIN 

Sense and Sensibilia by J. L. Austin (ed. G. J. Warnock). Claren¬ 
don Pi css, Oxford, 1962. 

How to Do Things uAth Wordshy], L. Austin(ed.J. O. Urmson). 
Clarendon Prcs.s, Oxford, 196a 

Philosophical Papers byj. L. Austin (ed.J. O. Urmson and G. J. 
Warnock). Clarendon Press, Oxford, and Ed., 1970. 

Language Truth and Logic by A. J. Ayer. GoUanez, London. 

2nd cd. 1946; Dover, New York, 2nd rev. ed. 195 ^- 
The Foundations of Empirical Knowledge by A. J. Ayer. 
Macmillan, London, 1940. 
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Thinking and Meaning (Inaugural Lecture at London) by 
A. J. Ayer. Lewis, London, 1947. 

Philosophical Essays by A. J. Ayer. Macmillan, Loudon, 
1954; St Martins, New York, 1955- 
The Problem of Knowledge by A. J. Ayer. Penguin, London 
and Baltunorc, 1956. 

Metaphysics and Common Sense by A. J. Ayer. Macmillan, 
London, 1969 (and Ed.) 

The Origins of Pragmatism by A, J. Ayer. Macmillan, London, 
1968. 

Russell and Moore: The Analytical Heritage by A. J. Ayer. Mac¬ 
millan, London, 1971. 

Probability and Evidence by A. J. Ayer. Macmillan, London, 1972* 
BACON, FRANCIS 

Works by F. Bacon, cd. J. Speddinc, R. L. Ellis and 
D. D. Heath. Longmans, London, 1857-74. 
Philosophical Works by F. Bacon, ed. J. M. Robertson. 
Routlcdge, London, 1905. 

The Philosophy of Francis Bacon by F. H. Anderson. 

Chicago U.P., Chicago, 1948. 

Francis Bacon by J. Nichol. Blackwood, London, 1907. 
The Philosophy of Francis Bacon in Ethics and the History 
of Philosophy by C. D. Broad. Kcgan Paul, London, 

1952. 

Francis Bacon by A. E. Taylor. British Academy, 
London,1927. 

BENTHAM 

Works byj. Bentham, cd. J. Bowring. Tait, Edinburgh, 
1838-43. 

Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation by 
J. Bentham, ed. L. Lafleur, Hafner, London and 
New York, 1948. 

Theory of Fictions by J. Bentham, cd. C. K. Ogden. 
Routledgc, London, 1932. 

Fragment on Government and Introduction to the Prittciples of 
Morals by J. Bentham, ed, W. Harrison. Blackwell, 
Oxford and Macmillan, New York, 1948. 

The English Utilitarians by L. Stephen. London School 
of Economics, London, 1950 ; Peter Smith, Gloucester, 
Mass. 

The Growth of Philosophical Radicalism by E. Hal^vy, tr. 

M. Morris. Faber & Faber, London, 1928, 

Bentham and the Ethics of Today by David Baumgardt. 

Princeton U.P., Princeton, N.J., 1952. 

Philosophical Essays (No. ii) by A. J. Ayer. Macmillan, 
London, 1954; St Martins, New York, 1955. 

BERGSON 

Time and Free Will by H. Bercsqn, tr. F. G. PocsoN. 

Allen & Unwin, London, 1910. 

Matter and Memory by H. Bergson, tr. N. M. Paul and 
W. S. Palmer. AUen Be Unwin, London, 1911. 
Laughter by H. Bergson, tr. C. Brereton and F. Roth- 
well. Macmillan, London. 

Introduction to Metaphysics by H. Bergson, tr. T. E. 

Hulme. Macmillan, London, 1913. 

Creative Evolution by H. Bergson, tr. A. Mitcheli. 
Macmillan, London, 1954. 

The Two Sources of Morality and Religion by H. Bergson, 
tr. R. Andra and C. Brereton. Macmillan, London, 
1935 - 

BERKELEY 

Works by G. Berkeley, cd. A. A. Luce and T. E. 

Jessop. Nelson, Edinburgh and New York, 1948-57. 
New Theory of Vision, etc. by G. Berkeley. (Everyman) 
Dent, London and Dutton, New York, 1954. 
Philosophical Writings by G. Berkeley, scl. T. js. Jessop. 
Texas U.P., Austin, Texas, 1953. 


Berkeley by G. J. Warnocx. Penguin, London and 
Baltimore, 1953. 

BLACK 

The Nature of Mathematics by M. Black. Routledgc, 
London, 1953. 

Language and Philosophy by M. Black. Cornell U.P., 
Ithaca, N.Y., 1949. 

Problems of Analysis (Philosophical Essays) by M. Black. 
Routledgc, London, 1954. 

BOOLE 

The Mathematical Analysis of Logic by G. Boole. Black- 
well, Oxford, 1948 (reprint). 

Investigation of the Laws of Thought by G. Boole. Dover, 
New York, 1953 (reprint). 

bosanquet 

Knowledge and Reality by B Bosanquet. Kegan Paul, 
London, 1885. 

Logic by B. Bosanquet. O.U.P., Oxford, 2nd cd. 1931. 
A History of Aesthetic by B. Bosanquet. Alien Be 
Unwin, London, 1904; Macmillan, New York. 

The Philosophical Theory of the State by B. BosanquFsT. 

AUen Be Unwin, London, 4th ed. 1923. 

The Principle of Individuality and Value by B. Bosanquet. 
Macmillan, London, 1912. 

The Value and Destiny of the Individual by B. Bosanquet. 
MacmiUan, London, 1913. 

Some Suggestions in Ethics by B. Bosanquet. Macmillan, 
London,1918. 

Implication and Linear Inference by B. Bosanquet. Mac¬ 
millan, London, 1920. 

BRADLEY 

Ethical Studies by F. Bradley. O.U.P., Oxford, 2nd cd. 
with notes, 1927. 

Principles of Logic by F. Bradley. O.U.P., Oxford, 2nd 
cd. with notes and c.ssays, 1922 and New York, 1927. 
Appearance and Reality by F. Bradley. O.U.P., Oxford, 
rev. ed. 1930. 

Essays on Truth and Reality by F. Bradley. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1914. 

Collected Essays (containing articles not republished m 
Essays on Truth and Reality) by F. Bradley. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1935. 

braithwaite 

Moral Principles and Inductive Policies {Proc. Brit. Acad.) by 
R. Braithwaite. O.U.P., Oxford, 1950. 

Scientific Explanation by R. Braithwaite. C.U.P., Cam¬ 
bridge, 1953. 

An Empiricist's View of the Nature of Religious Belief 
(Eddington Memorial Lecture) by R. Braithwaite. 
C.U.P., Cambridge, 1955. 

The Theory of Games as a Tool for the Moral Philosopher by 
R. Braithwaite. C.U.P., Cambridge, 1955. 

BROAD 

Perception, Physia and Reality by C. D. Broad. C.U.P., 
Cambridge, 1914. 

Scientific Thought by C. D. Broad. Kegan Paul, London, 

1923- 

The Mind and its Place in Nature by C. D. Broad. Kegan 
Paul, London, 1925. 

Five Types of Ethical Theory by C. D. Broad. Kegan Paul, 
London, 1930; Humanities, New York. 

An Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy by C. D. Broad. 

C.U.P., Cambridge, I933~8. 

Ethics and the History of Philosophy (Essays) by C. D. 
Broad. Routledgc, London, 1952. 
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Religion, Philosophy and Psychical Research (Essays) by C. D. 

Broad. Routlcdge, London, 1953. 

The Philosophy of C. D. Broad cd. P. A. Schilpp. (Library 
of Living Philosophers) Northwestern U.P., Evanston, 
III., (forthcoming). 

Sense-Perception am Matter by M. Lean. Routlcdge, 
London,1953. 

BUTLER 

Fifteen Sermons by J. Butler. Knapton, London, 1726. 
Tlie Analogy of Religion by J. Butler. Knapton, London, 
1736. 

Butler*s Moral Philosophy by \ Duncan-Jon"s Penguin, 
London and Baltimore, 1952. 

Cambridge Platonists: see Whichcote, Glanvill and 
More. 

CARNAP 

Logical Syntax of language by R. Carnap, tr. A. 

Smeaton. Kegan Paul, London, 1937. 

Introdxiction to Semantics by R. Carnap. O.U.P., Oxford 
and Harvard U.P., Cambridge, Mass., 1942. 
Formalization of Logic by R. Carnap. Harvard U.P., 
Cambridge, Ma.ss., 1947. 

Meaning and Necessity by R. Carnap. Chicago U.P., 
Chicago, 111 ., 2nd cd. 1956. 

The Logical Foundations of Probability by R. Carnap. 
Routlt’dgc, London, 1950. 

Introduction to Symbolic Logic and its Applications by 
R. Carnap. 1958. 

CASSIRER 

Language and Myth by E. Cassirer, tr. S. K. Lancer. 

Harper, London and New York, 1946. 

An Essay on Man by E. Cassirlr. O.U.P., Oxford and 
Yale U.P,, New Haven, Conn., 1944. 

The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms by E. Cassi/fr, tr. 
C. Hendel. O.U.P., Oxford and Yale U.P., New 
Haven, Conn., 1953-5. 

The Myth of the State by E. Cassirer. O.U.P., Oxford 
and Yale U.P., New Haven, Conn., 1946. 

Determinism and Indeterminism in Modern Physics by 
E. Cassirer, tr. O, Benfey. O.U.P., Ox^rd and 
New York, 1956. 

The Problem of Knowledge by E. Cassiri r, tr. W. 
WOGLOM and C. Hendel. O.U.P., Oxford and Yale 
U.P., New Haven, Conn., 1950. 

The Philosophy of Ernst Cassirer ed. P. A. Schilpp. 
(Library of Living Philosophers) C'.U.P., Cambridge 
and Northwestern U.P., Evanston, Ill., 1949. 

CLARKE 

A Demonstration of the Being and Attributes of God (Boyle 
Lectures 1704-5) by S. Clarke. Knapton, London, 

1705. 

Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence cd. H. Alexander. Man¬ 
chester U.P., Manchester, 1956. 

COHEN 

Reason and Nature by M. R. Cohen. Kegan Paul, London. 

1931; Free Press, Chicago, 1953. 

An Introduction to Logic and Scientific Method by M. R. 
Cohen (with E. Nagel). Routlcdge, London and 
Harcourt, New York, 1934. 

Law and the Social Order by M. R. Cohen. Harcourt Brace, 
New York, 1933. 


A Preface to Logic by M. R. Cohen. Routlcdge, London, 
1946; Meridian, New York. 

The Meaning of Human History by M. R. Cohen. Open 
Court, La Salle, Ill., 1947. 

Studies in Philosophy and Science by M. R. Cohen. Holt, 
New York, 1949. 

Reason and Law by M. R. Cohen. Free Press, Chicago, 
1950. 

COLLINCWOOD 

Religion and Philosophy by R. G. Colling wood. Mac¬ 
millan, London,1916. 

Speculum Mentis by R. G. CoLLfWGWOOD. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1924. 

Idea of Nature by R. G. Coilincwood. O.U.P., Oxford, 
1944 - 

Idea of History by R. G. Collincwood, ed. T. M. Knox. 

O.U.P., Oxford and New York, 1946. 

Autobiography by R. G. Collincwood. O.U.P., Oxford, 

1951- 

Essay on Metaphysics by R. G. Coilincwood. O.U.P., 
Oxford and New York, 1940. 

Principles of Art by R. G. Coilincwood. O.U.P., 
Oxford and New York, 1938. 

The New Ij'viathan by R. G. Collincwood. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1942. 

COMTE 

Early Essays on Social Philosophy by A. Comte, H. D. 

Hutton. Routlcdge, London, 1911. 

Cours dc Philosophic Positive by A. Comte. Paris, 1830-42. 
Condensed translation of Cours dc Philosophic Positive, 
entitled The Positive Philosophy of Auguste Comte by 
A. Comte, tr. H. Martineau. Bell, London, 3rd ca. 
185^. 

A Discourse on the Positive Spirit by A. Comte, tr. S. 

Beesley. Reeves, London, 1903. 

A General View of Positivism by A, Comte, tr. J. H. 

Bridges. Routlcdge, London, 1910; Speller, New York. 
The Catechism of Positive Rehoior by A. Comte, tr. 
R. Congreve. Kegan Paul, London, 3rd ed. 1891. 

condorcet 

Sketch of the Historical P'etutK of the Human Mind by 
A. N. DE Condorcet, tr. J. Barraclough. Weiden- 
feld & Nicholson, London, and Philosophical Library, 
New York, 1956. 

CROCE 

Aesthetic by B. Croce, tr. D. Ainslie. Owen &c Vision, 
London, 1953 ; Noonday, New Yoik, 1956. 

Philosophy of the Practical by B. CROt E. Macmillan, 
London, 1913 - 

Logic as the Science of the True Concept by B. Croce, Mac¬ 
millan, London, 1917* 

Theory and History of Historiography by B. Croce. Mac¬ 
millan, London, 1921. 

My Philosophy, and other Essays by B. Croce, scI. R. 
Klibansky, tr, E. F. Carritt. Allen & Unwin. 
London, 1949. 

cudwohth 

The True Intellectual System of the Universe, etc. by R. 

CuDWORTH. Royston, London, 1678. 

A Treatise Concerning Eternal and Iminutable Morality by 
R. CuDWORTH. Knapton, London, 173 l 
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DESCAKTHS 

Philosophical Works by R. Descartes, tr. E. S. Haldane 
and G. R. T. Ross. C.U.P., Cambridge, 1931, 

Philosophical Writing, a Selection by R. Descartes, tr. 
and ed. E. Anscombe and P. Geach. Nelson, Edin¬ 
burgh and New York, 1954. 

DEWEY 

Experience and Nature by J. Dewey. Open Court, London 
and Chicago, 1925. 

The Quest for Certainty by 1 . Dewey. Allen & Unwin, 
London, 1930; New York, 1929. 

Logic, the Theory of Enquiry by J. Dewey. Allen & Unwin, 
London and New York, 1939- 

Hum^ Nature and Conduct by J. Dewey. Allen & Unwin, 
London, 1922. 

Philosophy of John Dewey ed. P. A. Schilpp. (Library of 
Living Philosophers) Northwestern U.P., Evanston 
and Chicago, Ill., 2nd ed. 1951. 

John Dewey, an Intellectual Portrait by S. Hook. Day, 
New York, 1939. 

DIDEROT 

Selected Philosophical Writings by D. Diderot, ed. 
Lough. C.U.P., Cambridge and New York, 1953. 

DUCASSE 

Philosophy as a Science by C. Ducasse. Hafner, London 
and New York, 1941- 

Nature, Mind and Death by C. Ducasse. Open Court, 
La Salle, Ill., 1951. 

ENGELS 

AntLDiihring by F. Engels. Lawrence & Wishart, 
London, 1955. 

Ludwig Feuerbach by F. Engels, tr. C. Dutt. Lawrence 6c 
Wishart, London, 1936; Int. Publishers, New York. 

Dialectics of Nature by F. Engels, tr. C. Dutt. Lawrence 
6c Wishart, London 1955; Int. Publishers, New York, 
1940. 

EDWARDS 

Enquiry into the Modem Notion of the Freedom of the Will 
byj. Edwards. Boston, 1754. 

FREGE 

Philosophical Writings by G. Frege, tr. P. Geach and 
M. Black. Blackwell, Oxford, 1952. 

Foundations of Aesthetic by G. Frege, tr. J. Austin. 
Bbckwell, Oxford, 2nd ed, 1953. 

GASSENDI 

Synti^ma Philosophiae Epicuri by P. Gassendi. Amster¬ 
dam, 1684. 

The Philosophy of Gassendi (English precis) by G. S. Brett. 
Macmillan, l^ndon, 1908. 

GILSON 

God and Philosophy by E. Gilson, O.U.P., Oxford and 
Yale U.P., New Haven, Conn., 1941. 

History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages by 
£. Gilson. Sheed 6c Ward, London, 1955. 

glanvill 

The Vanity of Dogmatising byJ. Glanvill. London, 1661. 

Philosophical Considerations by). Glanvill. London, 1666. 


GOODMAN 

The Stmeture of Appearance by N. Goodman. O.U.P., 
Oxford and Harvard U.P., Cambridge, Mass., 1951. 
Fact, Fiction and Forecast by N. Goodman. Athlone, 
London,1954. 

GREEN 

Prolegomena to Ethics by T. H. Green, ed. A. C. Bradley. 
O.U.P., Oxford, 1883. 

Works of T. H. Green (excluding the above), ed. R. L. 
Nettleship. Longmans, London, 1885-8. 

GROTIUS 

De Jure Belli et Pads Libri Tres (with•'abridged tr.) by 
H. Grotius, tr. W. Whewell. C.U.P., Cambridge, 
1854. 

The Sodal and Political Idea of Some Great Thinkers of the 
j6th and ijth Centuries by F. J. C. Hearnshaw. 
Harrap, London, 1926. 

HAMILTON 

Lectures on Metaphysics and Logic by Sir W. Hamilton, 
ed. H. L. Mansel and J. Veitch. Edinburgh, 1859-60. 
An Examination of Sir William Hamihon*s Philosophy by 
J. S. Mill. Longmans, London, 1889. 

hare 

The Language of Morals by R. Hare. O.U.P., Oxford and 
New York, 1952. 

HARTMANN, C. R. E. VON 

The Philosophy of the Unconscious by C. R. E. von Hart¬ 
mann, tr. W. C. Co UPLAND. Routledgc, London, 1931. 

HARTMANN, N. 

Ethics by N. Hartmann, tr. S. Coit. Alien & Unwin, 
London, 1932; Macmillan, New York. 

HEGEL 

Philostmhy of Right by G. Hegel, tr. T. M. Knox. O.U.P., 
Oxford, 1942. 

Lectures on the History of Philosophy by G. Hegel, tr. 
J. Haldane and Simpson. Routledgc, London, 1955 
(reissue) ; Humanities, New York, 1954. 

Lectures on the Philosophy of History by G. Hegel, tr. 

J. SiBREE. Bell, London, 1878; Dover, New York, 1956. 
Phenomenology of the Mind by G. Hegel, tr. J. B. Baillie. 
Alien & Unwin, London and Macmillan, New York, 

1931. 

Philosophy of Hegel by W. T. Stage. Macmillan, London, 
1924. 

Hegel: A Re-examination byj. N. Findlay. London, 1958. 
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